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THE LITERATURE OF THE 
PEACE MOVEMENT' 

©Y Edwin D. Mead 

The Bishop of Hereford, who came to the United .States in 
1904 to attend the International Peace Congress in Boston, has 
been emphasizing in England, in addresses since that time, the 
importance of the contributions of the United States to the peace 
movement He has said that the United States itself is, in his 
judgment, the. greatest and most influential peace society in the 
world, because it illustrates over a broader area and with greater 
power than is anywhere else the case the beneficent operation of 
the three great principles of interstate free trade, an interstate 
court, and federation, which are all that is necessary to extend 
to international affairs to give us precisely the kind of organized 
world that we want. He has also been telling his English breth- 
ren that he counts it a capital misfortune that they are not more 
familiar than most of them are with the writings of Sumner and 
Channing and the other great leaders of the peace movement 
in the United States during the last century. We in America 
know too well that this unfortunate unfamiliarity is not confined 
to Englishmen. 

In discussing for the general American public the literature 
of the peace movement, and in commending to students the 
best books to read, there is really no better place to begin than 
with the considerations and the books which the honored Bishop 
of Hereford, the ablest and most influential champion of the 
cause among, English churchmen, commends to his English 
friends. It would be hard to name two books devoted to the 

^ Reprinted, by kind permission, from the Chmitauquan^ May, 1909. 



2 LITERATURE OF THE PEACE MOVEMENT 

peace cause, which state the general case better than Sumner's 
'^Addresses on War " and Channing's ” Discourses on War,” 
the two American volumes which the Bishop of Hereford refers 
to most conspicuously. Sumner's addresses especially, although 
the most of them were given more than half a century ago, re- 
main to-day the most powerful impeachment of the war system, 
the most persuasive plea for international justice, and the most 
impressive history of the peace movement, which we have in 
equally brief compass. The volume of iSumner published in 
the International Library, which brings his peace addresses 
together, contains three of these addresses. The first was his 
Fourth of July oration in Boston in 1845, True Gran- 

deur of Nations ” ; the second was the address delivered four 
years later upon '' The Abolition of the War System in the Com- 
monwealth of Nations," — an address which, while not so famous 
as the earlier address, is in many respects a more thorough and 
illuminating study ; and the third is the address which he gave 
in many places in 1870, upon '' The Duel between France and 
Germany,” tracing the history and decay of the duel between 
individuals in civilization, and showing how war is the duel 
between nations, having much the same history, being grounded 
in similar prejudices and false ideas of honor, and destined sim- 
ilarly to pass away before the development of the spirit and 
institutions of justice. The student who masters these three 
memorable addresses will find himself at the heart of the peace 
movement, with its history well outlined and its problems clearly 
defined. 

Channing's Discourses on War" represent the highest 
position which has been taken by the American pulpit in this 
great crusade, and there is nothing which the ministers and 
members of Christian churches can more profitably read as 
declaring the right attitude of religious men concerning peace 
and war. They were the first noteworthy discourses upon the 
subject in our pulpit ; and they have a further historical interest 
in the fact that it was in Channing's study in Boston, in the 
Christmas week of 1815, the Massachusetts Peace Society 
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was organized, Channing standing side by side with Noah 
Worcester in the organization in its early years. One of the 
addresses included in the Channing volume published in the 
International Library is the tribute to the memory of Worcester. 
All of the discourses are informed by the clear and resolute 
thinking, moral fervor, and definite application of conscience to 
public affairs which inspired Channing’s utterances in every 
field of social and religious life. 

If the Christian Church and its ministers in America, as in 
the rest of the world, have not always done their duty as con- 
cerns war and the military spirit when the nation has been 
under temptation, but have too often followed the multitude to 
do evil, and have condoned and whitewashed wrong when 
wrong became dominant and fashionable, many of the ablest 
and most influential leaders in the movement for international 
justice have still been men in the pulpit. One can never forget 
such sermons a's those of Theodore Parker, such essays as 
BushnelPs on ^'The Growth of Law,” or such addresses as 
that by Reuen Thomas (published by the American Peace 
Society) upon The War System in the Light of Civilization 
and Religion.” The Nestor of the peace cause in America in 
this latest time was our revered preacher, Edward Everett Plale, 
and the students of the peace movement must not neglect his 
writings and general advice in behalf of arbitration and the 
better organization of the .world. I think it was he who first 
said that the time was near when a nation which had a Secretary 
of War and no Secretary of Peace would not be considered fit 
for civilized society ; and I think that it was his church which 
first organized a department of international justice as one of 
its regular instrumentalities. If I were to name the man in the 
American pulpit to-day who seems to me the Channing of the 
movement with us, it would be Charles E. Jefferson of the Broad- 
way Tabernacle in New York. The learning, penetration, sharp 
exposure of fallacy, prophetic statesmanship, and religious uplift 
of his pulpit utterances and published papers upon peace and 
war during the last half dozen years have been noteworthy 



4 LITERATURE OF THE PEACE MOVEMENT 


indeed. All religious men should help extend their influence, and 
here they are commended to students of the movement at this 
hour. No one has more searchingly exposed the weakness and 
absurdity of the frequent claim that great armaments tend to 
preserve the peace, and no one has pointed out with^ greater 
power the constant and dangerous menace, especially to a re- 
public, of a large professional military class. Mr. Jefferson’s 
article, The Delusion of Militarism,” in the March number of 
the Atlantic Monthly^ since reprinted in pamphlet form, well 
illustrates his pungency and power. 

We must never forget the religious origin of the peace move- 
ment. As a distinctly organized movement it began here in 
America, and began with Christian men. The first peace society 
in the world was the New York Peace Society, founded in* the 
summer of 1815 by David Low Dodge, and membership in 
the Christian Church was a condition of membership in that 
first peace society. We should doubtless all agree in account- 
ing this an unwise condition, but it is indicative of the sacred 
character which those men attached to their cause. The Massa- 
chusetts Peace Society was founded at the end of the same 
year (1815) by Worcester and Channing, both of them Chris- 
tian ministers. Both Dodge and Worcester had before this 
published arraignments of the war system. Dodge’s War 
Inconsistent with the Religion of Jesus Christ ” has been re- 
cently republished, with a biographipal introduction, in the In- 
ternational Library; and Worcester’s famous old pamphlet of 
1814, ''A Solemn Review of the Custom of War,” which had 
an immense circulation and exerted a profound influence in its 
day, may be obtained for a few cents from the American Peace 
Society. 

These two famous works by Dodge and Worcester are the 
early classics of the peace movement in America; and while 
Dodge’s work is old-fashioned in its style and method, and both 
works lack that emphasis upon international organization which 
we find a little later in William Ladd, and which finally created 
the Hague Conferences, it is surprising how modern they are 



LITERATURE OF THE PEACE MOVEMENT 5 

in much, and how complete their impeachment still remains 
of the folly, waste, and wickedness of the war system. The 
most powerful recent impeachment of the system upon these 
grounds is Rev. Walter Walsh’s Moral Damage of War,” an 
impassioned but also most detailed and definite work, first called 
out in Great Britain by the Boer War, but as salutaiy and neces- 
sary for Americans as for Englishmen to read. A passionate 
exposure of the war system of a quite different character, but 
equally impressive, is the famous story, " Lay Down Your Arms,” 
by the Baroness von Suttner. 

Immanuel Kant, in his great tractate on '' Eternal Peace,” 
published in 1795, just after the launching of the American 
republic, declared that universal peace and consequent disarma- 
ment would come, and come only, with universal self-govern- 
ment; because he believed that justice could come only with 
freedom, and peace only with justice. In view of this associa- 
tion, which I think is valid, of peace and international justice 
with free institutions, it was no accident by which the organized 
peace movement began in this republic. The Bishop of Here- 
ford’s judgment had historical as well as other grounds. It was 
not accidental, but logical, that the great founders of the republic, 
Washington and Franklin and Jefferson, should be conspicuous 
champions, in their time, of peace principles and international 
fraternity. Their utterances on this subject were memorable, 
and we do not recur to them half often enough. In my little 
work on "The Principles of the Founders,” originally the Fourth 
of July address in Boston, 1903, I brought together many of 
these impressive utterances; and as I do not know of any 
other place where they are so easily accessible, I may be par- 
doned for referring to this. The words of Franklin, who went 
so far as to declare that " there never was a good war nor a bad 
peace,” were the most important of these ; and these words 
are brought together more fully, I think completely, in one of 
the Old South Leaflets (No. 16 2), "Franklin on War and Peace.” 

This is a fitting place to say that several of the Old South 
Leaflets are devoted to subjects relating to the history of the 
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peace movement, among them being the first book of Dante's 

Monarchia," the introduction to Grotius's '' Rights of War 
and Peace," William Penn's Plan for the Peace of Europe," 
Elihu Burritt's Address on a Congress of Nations," and The 
Hague Arbitration Convention of 1899. These leaflets are 
accompanied by careful historical and bibliographical notes, 
and as their cost is merely nominal, they are calculated to be of 
service to many.^ 

I once gave a course of lectures, to the Boston teachers 
at the Old South Meetinghouse on '' Men who have Worked 
to Organize the World," with the following several themes: 
Dante's Dream of a Universal Empire, Plenry the P'ourth and 

The Great Design," Hugo Grotius and The Rights of War 
and Peace," William Penn's ''Plan for the Peace of Europe," 
Immanuel Kant's " Eternal Peace," Charles Sumner and " The 
True Grandeur of Nations," and the Peace Conference at 
The Hague. It will be noted that this survey covers six cen- 
turies and representatives of six nations, witnessing to the fact 
that from the time of the first modern man, if we agree to call 
Dante that, to our time, prophetic men have been rising in 
successive centuries and in every land to preach the gospel of a 
united world, which gospel at last in our own day the Hague 
Conferences are reducing to law. Sumner's learned and power- 
ful addresses, to which I have referred, present all of these 
great pioneers in their true places and relations, Giieatest and 
most influential of all in the peace movement was Hugo Grotius, 
who, in his monumental work upon " The Rights of War and 
Peace," — of which Andrew D. White well said, in his pregnant 
address at Delft at the time of the First Hague Conference, 
that " of all works not claiming divine inspiration, that book 
has proved the greatest blessing to humanity," — founded the 

1 The Old South Leaflets, which are sold for five cents each, are 
published by the Directors of the Old South Work, Old South Meeting- 
house, Boston. The International Library, frequently referred to here, 
is the important series of peace works published by the International 
School of Peace, 29 a Beacon street, Boston. 
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science of international law. For the ordinary student of the 
peace movement, the introduction to this great work, reprinted 
in the leaflet mentioned above, will be sufficient; the more 
thorough student wishing to go further will find Wheweirs 
translation the best. 

It is an interesting coincidence that the great founder of 
the science of international law was a native of the land, so 
heroic during his own lifetime in the struggle for freedom, in 
which, two centuries and a half after his death, was to meet the 
first of those momentous Hague Conferences — forerunners of 
the real " Parliament of Man,” if not indeed themselves to be 
regarded as the first sessions of that parliament — which have 
advanced in a measure not less than revolutionary the two great 
ends for which he labored, the amelioration of the cruelties of 
war and the promotion of international arbitration. 

The literature of the peace movement in America for the 
seventy years following the founding by William Ladd in 1828 
of the American Peace Society, in which the then existing local 
societies were merged, is interesting chiefly for its constant and 
remarkable anticipations of the Hague Conferences. Dr. True- 
blood, the present secretary of the Americau Peace Society, has 
rightly said of William Ladd that he was the man who saw 
most clearly the ripeness of the time and felt the necessity of 
bringing into cooperation all the scattered forces that had begun 
to work for the peace of the world, — a man who will one day 
be everywhere reckoned among the foremost of the creators of 
civilization.” And James Brown Scott, one of the members of 
our American delegation at the Second Hague Conference, has 
said that all of the cardinal features of the Hague programme 
were fully and powerfully formulated by William Ladd sixty years 
before. Ladd’s remarkable chapter in the volume of Prize 
Essays on a Congress of Nations,” published by the American 
Peace Society in 1840, should be consulted. The addresses of 
Elihu Burritt, above referred to, at the International Peace Con- 
gresses at Brussels and Paris in 1848 and 1849, repeat the great 
demands of William Ladd, — for a congress of nations, whidi- 



8 LITERATURE OF THE PEACE MOVEMENT 


should develop and codify international law and create an 
international court to apply it. This was precisely, as will be 
recognized, the programme and problem of the Hague Con- 
ferences of 1899 and 1907 ; and it was popularly spoken of 
in Europe in the days of Ladd and Burritt as '' the American 
plan.” 

The thought of supplanting war by arbitration and of con- 
structive measures for the better organization of the world was 
by no means confined, in the long period between Dante’s 
"Monarchia” and the call for the First Hague Conference, to 
the few great thinkers mentioned above. These names are only 
representative. Dr. W. Evans Darby, the secretary of the Eng- 
lish Peace Society, has prepared a large volume entitled " Inter- 
national Tribunals,” which is a collection of the various schemes 
which have been propounded through the centuries. The work 
is a monument of critical and painstaking research, and is made 
more valuable by the complete list and account which it contains 
of all the treaties or cases of international arbitration, beginning 
with the Jay treaty of 1794. The writings of Dr. Darby’s prede- 
cessor, Henry Richard, hold a high place in the history of the 
peace movement in England. Two recent English books should 
be warmly commended : John A. Hobson’s '' Imperialism,” which 
is the most searching survey known to me of those commercial 
tendencies and temptations which are the chief causes of war 
in our time ; and Francis W. Hirst’s '' The Arbiter in Council,” 
which, in a singularly skillful and cogent manner, in the form 
of a seven days’ discussion by a group of friends, considers 
the present great international issues. A Washington friend 
recently wrote me that he distributed twenty copies of this 
impressive work as Christmas presents. He could not well 
have done better. There is no better English book on the sub- 
ject. It is all the better because there is so much of the inspira- 
tion of Cobden in it. Of all Englishmen who have served the 
peace cause, Richard Cobden was the most powerful and the 
most influential, and his economic arguments have special force 
to-day. The careful student will not fail to read the speeches 
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and essays on peace and war in the four volumes of his pub- 
lished works, and those who have not time for this should at 
least read John Morley’s Life of Cobden. 

I make slight reference here to books not written in English, 
for I assume that most of my readers read only English. The 
peace literature of all the leading European nations is of great 
extent and value, and the most important existing bibliography 
of the movement is that prepared by Senator Henri Lafontaine 
of Belgium, the present president of the International Peace 
Bureau at Berne. 

I have said that Grotius’s '' Rights of War and Peace ” was 
the greatest single contribution to the movement for interna- 
tional justice. From Grotius’s time to ours no other work has 
struck so powerful a blow at the war system as Jean de Bloch’s 
" Future of War.” As the result of almost unexampled research 
into present world conditions, Bloch with powerful reasoning 
brought home to the governments and peoples of Europe the 
bankruptcy and ruin to which they were hastening if the pres- 
ent system of war and crushing armaments were not supplanted 
by the legal and rational settlement of international differences. 
His startling work, published in 1897, was undoubtedly one of 
the promptings to the call of the First Hague Conference by 
the Czar of Russia the next year. The whole of this great six- 
volume work has never been translated into English, but the 
essential part of it is published in one volume in the International 
Library.^ 

With the Hague Conference there opens an entirely new era 
in the peace movement. The nations have at last definitely and 
officially undertaken the task of organizing the world. The move- 
ment in the last ten years has described a course essentially like 
that described by the antislaveiy movement in the United States 
in the decade between 1850 and t86o. That movement for a 
generation had been a great moral movement ; but because the 
evil which it confronted was so monstrous and menacing, it 

^ A pamphlet by the present writer upon '' Bloch and The Future 
of War ” can be procured from the American Peace Society. 
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inevitably became a political movement — and won. Never did 
the slave power seem so arrogant or strong as in 1852, at the 
beginning of its end. Never was the big navy craze, with its 
attendant extravagances, so monstrous and seemingly strong as 
at this hour. Yet the great armaments are doomed. The pres- 
ent Anglo-German situation is the reductio ad absurdum of the 
common silly argument that the way to insure peace is to mul- 
tiply battleships. Every new Dreadnatight added to either the 
German or British navy is found to be, so far from a new bond 
of peace, a new occasion of friction and danger ; and men are 
waking everywhere to the perception that all the monstrous 
navies are more a provocation than a defense, and that courts 
must take the place of armaments. The peace movement has 
become political, and twenty-five hundred members of the par- 
liaments of the various nations are now leagued together in the 
Interparliamentary Union, cooperating in those measures which 
shall gradually supplant war by law. 

Dr. Trueblood’s '' Federation of the World treats the long 
and varied efforts of the past distinctly as leading up to the cul- 
mination at The Hague. Hon. John W. Foster’s ^'Arbitration 
and the Hague Court ” is a manual of the arbitration movement 
informed by the same spirit. Bridgman’s " World Organization ” 
is an impressive showing of the remarkable advance already 
actually made in the development of an international constitu- 
tion, with judicial, legislative, and executive features. If there 
be among my readers some who have time now but for two 
books among the many mentioned here, let the two be Sumner 
and Bridgman. 

The history of the First Hague Conference was written for 
American readers by Frederick W. Holls, the secretary of the 
American delegation ; and the section relating to this conference 
in Andrew D. White’s autobiography should not be neglected. 
An admirable work upon " The Two Hague Conferences,” by 
Professor William 1 . Hull, has recently been published in the 
International Library, and this is the best work for the general 
reader. Professor James Brown Scott has brought together in 
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a handsome volume the texts of the Peace Conferences at The 
Hague, including all of the conventions and related official docu- 
ments, constituting an invaluable book of reference for the care- 
ful student. Among the valuable pamphlets published by the 
Association for International Conciliation are two upon the Work 
of the Second Hague Conference, by Baron d’Estoumelles and 
Hon. David Jayne Hill, and by James Brown Scott ; and these 
will be valued both by those who have not and those who have 
time for the larger works. 

A body of literature becoming eveiy year richer and of 
greater moment is that made up of the reports of the impor- 
tant Peace Congresses and of the meetings of the Interpar- 
liamentary Union, which latter is undoubtedly the strongest 
organized force working to-day for the supplanting of war by 
arbitration and justice. The American Peace Society furnishes 
at trifling cost the reports of the two International Peace Con- 
gresses, which have up to this date met in the United States, — 
the Chicago Congress of 1893 and the Boston Congress of 
1904; as also the larger and more costly report of our first 
National Peace Congress, the New York Congress of 1907, 
which was the largest peace demonstration yet seen in the 
world. Equally valuable is the report of the second Congress, 
at Chicago in 1909. The reports of the two memorable Con- 
ferences on International Arbitration held at Washington in 
1896 and 1904 are of high importance, but now unfortunately 
to be found only in the large libraries. The annual reports 
of the Lake Mohonk Conferences on International Arbitra- 
tion (that of 1909 was the fifteenth) constitute a veritable 
library of information and vital thought upon this great cause, 
and these reports are generously furnished to students of the 
movement. 

The American Society of International Law was initiated at 
Mohonk four years ago, and its able Journal of International 
Zaw is rich in articles of the highest value for every man con- 
cerned in the progress of world organization. At Mohonk also 
strong impulse was given to the movement for the notable new 
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work for peace in our schools and colleges, which already has a 
considerable literature. The yearbooks of the federation of the 
cosmopolitan clubs, which are multiplying so rapidly in our col- 
leges and universities, are big with promise. The new American 
School Peace League has rapidly advanced to a position of re- 
markable usefulness and significance, and every teacher in the 
country should have its little manual, which may be had for 
the asking from the secretary, Mrs. Fannie Fern Andrews, 
405 Marlborough Street, Boston. Mrs. Lucia Ames Mead’s 
'' Patriotism and the New Internationalism is a manual for 
teachers, prepared especially to help in arranging programmes for 
the observance of the i8th of May, the anniversary of the open- 
ing of the First Hague Conference, now, with the indorsement 
of the National Educational Association and the Association of 
School Superintendents, becoming so common in the schools. 
Mrs. Mead’s compact little '' Primer of the Peace Movement ” 
is of service not only for teachers but for everybody else desiring 
to learn at a glance what the movement is; what it has already 
achieved, and what it is aiming at. 

Nothing is more important here than to show the young peo- 
ple in the schools how our great American poets — Emerson* 
Longfellow, Lowell, Whittier, Holmes — have all been prophets 
of this great cause. Their inspired lines in its behalf constitute 
a precious section of the literature of the movement. 

The remarkable deepening of devotion to the peace move- 
ment in the last ten years has given birth to many books 
touching special aspects of the cause with noteworthy penetra- 
tion and power, which works cannot here be even enumerated. 
David Starr Jordan’s Blood of the Nation” and ''The Human 
Harvest ” reveal the frightful and paralyzing drain of the war 
system upon all the best forces and resources of mankind. 
Jane Addams’s "Newer Ideals of Peace” shows how intricately 
involved are the problems of militarism with the pressing in- 
dustrial problems which now everywhere confront the world. 

Much of the literature of the international movement which 
is really of most practical and immediate value to many people 
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is not in the form of books at all, but in pamphlets and brief 
leaflets. I have referred to certain pamphlets on the Second 
Hague Conference, published by the Association for Inter- 
national Conciliation. This is an organization founded by Baron 
d'Estournelles de Constant of France. President Nicholas 
Murray Butler of Columbia University is the head of the 
American branch of the association. The pamphlet publica- 
tions of the latter are invaluable, already extensive, and rapidly 
multiplying; and these pamphlets and lists of them are sent 
freely to all persons applying to the secretary of the associa- 
tion (Substation 84, New York City). Andrew Carnegie's 
address on League of Peace," bringing out with power 
how, as the commanding cause of the preceding time was the 
war again’st slavery, the commanding cause of our time is the 
war against war, has had a circulation of hundreds of thou- 
sands. The American Peace Society publishes a great wealth 
of pamphlets on the Cost of War, the Limitation of Arma- 
ments, the Fallacies of Militarism, Reasons why Our Navy 
should not be Enlarged, the Truth about Japan, the Inter- 
parliamentary Union and its Work, the History of the Peace 
Movement in America, the Organization of the World, etc., 
— about which readers can learn in the pages of The Advocate 
of Peace^ the able monthly journal of the society. 

And this suggests my last word. It is that everybody who is 
really in earnest about this commanding cause of our time, 
everybody who really desires to keep informed about its prog- 
ress and its literature, should join the American Peace Society- 
(31 Beacon Street, Boston; there is a merely nominal fee 
of one dollar), if only for the sake of regularly receiving its 
journal. For here one will learn month by month of the latest 
things done for the cause the world over, of the significant 
debates and official actions at Washington and London and 
Paris and Berlin, of the programmes and proceedings of con- 
gresses and conventions, of every strong new speech or article 
or pamphlet or book. This, in a movement so vital and polit- 
ical as the peace movement, is imperative. It is important 
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indeed for the student of the movement to go into the library ; 
but it is most essential for him to keep in touch with the situa- 
tion at the present hour. It is the critical hour in the history of 
the peace movement, when the decisive success of the organized 
effort inaugurated here in America in 1815 seems clearly within 
sight The Third Hague Conference will meet in 1915 at the 
latest. It should meet two years earlier, and the United States 
should take definite and early initiative to that end. Two years 
before its meeting the international committee charged with the 
determination of the programme will meet. The scope and 
character of that programme will depend upon the world’s public 
opinion. They will depend in large measure upon American 
public opinion; and that opinion will depend upon the degree 
of intelligent study devoted to the situation by our people in 
the immediate future. 
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THE RESULTS OF THE TWO HAGUE CON- 
FERENCES AND THE DEMANDS UPON 
THE THIRD CONFERENCE.* 

By Edwin D. Mead. 

We are facing the Third Hague Conference. We already 
feel it impending. At farthest it is only five years ahead of 
us; and the creation of the committee to lay out its pro- 
gram is only three years ahead. If the Conference meets, 
as it should, in 1914 instead of 1915, the determining of its 
program is only two years ahead. The question therefore 
as to our present problems and duties with reference to 
the Third Conference in view of the results of the two pre- 
ceding Conferences is a very practical question, and one of 
immediate concern. 

Where do we stand? What were the results of the first 
two Conferences? It is well here to sum them up, as we 
ask ourselves what they demand of the nations facing to-day 
the Third Conference. There is nothing commoner than 
to read in the newspapers and hear it said by the man in 
the street that those results were not great. The Philis- 
tine generally mocks at the Hague Conferences and rtms 
them down. That is because he is a Philistine and ignorant. 
The man who knows history and politics knows that never 
in human history have there been any other definite achieve- 
ments in behalf of the peace and order of the world com- 
parable with the achievements of the two Hague Confer- 
ences. We are living in a different world because those two 
Conferences have met and because, by reason of them, a 
third Conference is going to meet, gLnd a fourth and a 
fifth and a fiftieth. Secretary Root said upm the eve of 
thtJSecond Comfereii^ that ‘‘the yalmble msA 

* Adiidbess at tbe New^Engl^ Peace Congress at Haitlord, Conn., May xx, xgio. 
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of the Conference of 1899 was that it made the work of the 
Conference of 1907 possible/’ So we may say that the most 
valuable result of the Second Conference was that it made 
the Third Conference certain. When the First Conference 
adjourned, it made no provision for a second; but, when 
the Second Conference adjourned, it decreed the Third in 
its convention. This means the regular assembly of these 
Conferences in the future. They are the beginnings of an 
International Parliament, the Parliament of Man; and in 
the lifetime of many here present the International Parlia- 
ment, composed of the representatives of all nations, will 
meet as regularly and automatically to confer upon the 
mutual needs of the nations as our national Congress meets 
at Washington to confer upon the mutual needs of our 
states, or the British Parliament meets at Westminster to 
confer upon the needs of the constituent parts of the empire. 
I think that those of us with boldest imagination hardly 
realize how much this means. It means that a new era 
has come, and that this is already another world. 

It is fair to suppose that this Peace Congress is more con- 
versant than almost any body of equal size which could be 
brought together with the achievements of the two Hague 
Conferences; yet I have no doubt that there are many here 
who could profitably refresh their memories by reading the 
summary of those achievements in such works as Professor 
Hull’s little book on ^'The Two Hague Conferences,” or 
the pamphlets upon the results of the Second Hague Con- 
ference by Baron D’Estournelles de Constant, Hon. David 
Jayne Hill, and James Brown Scott.* If any of you have 
not read any of these writings, then do it, because it is only 
as we know the history that we can deal intelligently with 
the duty which confronts us. 

The greatest servant that our cause ever had was Hugo 
Grotius. Andrew D. White has well said that no book 
not claiming divine inspiration ever conferred such benefit 
upon mankind as Grotius’s great work upon ‘^The Rights 

* ^ese pamphlets can be had for the asld&e; from the Assodation for 
Condhation. Professor Hull’s bodt is published by the Xuteruatioual Sehool of Feaoe. 
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of War and Peace.” With, that book the science of inter- 
national law was fully born; and it is hardly too much to 
say that it was bom full grown. With what does that great 
book concern itself? Primarily with two things: the amel- 
ioration of the cruel usages of war, and the promotion of 
arbitration and the better organization of the family of na- 
tions. It is in the same two fields that the two Hague Con- 
ferences have achieved their great results. It was a famous 
saying of antiquity that “in the midst of war laws are silent.” 
It was to establish a different principle from that in the 
world that, for one thing, Grotius wrote. “It is very usual,” 
he says in the introduction to his “ Rights of War and Peace,” 
“ to put rights and arms in opposition to each other. Ennius 
says: ‘They have recourse to arms, and not to rights^; and 
one poet introduces a warrior who, when he enters on war, 
says: ‘Now, Peace and Law, I bid you both farewell.’ 
Antigonus laughed at a man who, when he was besieging his 
enemies’ cities, brought to him a dissertation on Justice; 
and Pompey, who was so modest that he blushed when he 
had to speak in public, had the face to say, ‘Am I who am 
in arms to think of the laws?’ ” The contention of Grotius 
was that in the midst of war men must think of the laws, 
and there must be law^ for them to think of, that the laws, 
so far from being silent, shall speak and shall be heard; and 
he devoted one entire book in his great work to the subject 
of what is lawful in war. It was a crushing arraignment of 
the cruel and barbarous usages which prevailed in his own 
time; for the time when he wrote was the time of the Thirty 
Years’ War. The result of his powerful arraignment appears 
in the great reforms in the usages of war which began almost 
with the publication of his book. One of our own great 
soldiers truly said that “war is hell.” But there are degrees 
even in hell; and the hell of war before Grotius wrote, when 
non-combatants, women, children, conquered dties, had no 
^hts at all, and the hell of war after lie wrote are hells of 
y«ry different order. From that time to'^ins the hell of 
war has gone on improving; and never were ab great im- 
provem^ts made as by the two Hague Conferences. 
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fessor de Martens, perhaps the greatest international lawyer 
in the First Conference, said of its code of sixty articles 
restricting the cruelties of war, that it was as notable an 
achievement as the arbitration convention framed by the 
same Conference; and M. Nelidow, the president of the 
Second Conference, pronounced the code of maritime law 
established by that Conference even more important than 
all which the Conference did for the cause of arbitration. 
As to that matter, men’s judgments will differ; but as to 
the absolute importance of those achievements the judgments 
of wise men cannot differ. The importance of what was done 
by the two Hague Conferences touching the rights and duties 
of neutrals, the prohibition of the bombardment of unde- 
fended towns, the prohibition until the time at least of the 
next Conference, when it should be made perpetual, of the 
discharge of projectiles from balloons, the provision that in 
the future a formal declaration of war with a public state- 
ment of its causes must always precede hostilities, — these 
are a few of the many reforms introduced into the usages 
of war by the two Hague Conferences* But how much they 
mean; what an advance they register! 

These, however, to my thinking, coimt but little as com- 
pared with the great advances made by the Hague Confer- 
ences in international law and legal machinery, in the found- 
ing of an Arbitration Tribunal and of International Courts, 
in the immense impetus which the creation of such institu- 
tions has given to the multiplication of arbitration treaties, 
and in the various potent provisions for hindering or pre- 
venting wars altogether. Consider simply the important 
results, almost immediate, which came from the provision 
hy the First Hague Conference for commissions of inquiry 
and for the good offices and mediation of nations concern- 
ing each other. Had the happy solution of the Dogger 
Bank incident, when the Russian cruisers fired upon fiae 
British fishermen, and the fortunate treaty of Portsmouth, 
stopping the war between Russia and Japan, been the sole 
outcome of the First Hague Conference, — as both were made 
possible by two of its fortunate provisions,— these alcme 
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would have been abundant justification of all the labors of 
that Conference. If the Second Conference had simply 
adopted the Porter-Drago proposition, making thenceforti 
illegal the forcible collection of debts by one nation from 
the people of another unless arbitration is refused, that alone 
would have been worth to ourselves a hundred times all 
the cost and labor of the Second Conference. Why, it was 
the state of things as concerns South America ^at was 
removed at one stroke by that international provision which 
was up to that time the chief excuse for half our navy, and 
the chief occasion of apprehension of danger in the South 
American republics. The International Prize Court, whose 
establishment has come directly from the action of the 
Second Conference, is the first international court in history. 
Here again, at one stroke, a whole category of cases was 
removed at once from national to international jurisdiction. 
It emphasized with decisive power the truth, which ought 
long ago to have been clear to every nation as to every man, 
that no suitor should be allowed to be a judge in his own 
case; and incidentally it may prove to have pointed the 
way to the constitution of the International Court of Arbi- 
tral Justice, whose judges 'await appointment, but which 
court, when two or more nations once do agree upon the 
judges, will become a true Supreme Court of the World, 
lifting arbitration and the sundry adjudications of the 
differences of nations out of the diplomatic into the judi- 
cial atmosphere and practice. The arbitration convention 
of the First Hague Conference, creating among other things 
the International Arbitration Tribunal, has well been called 
the Magna Charta of international law. It was only when 
such machinery for arbitration was provided that it was 
possible for such agitation for obligatory arbitration and 
such multiplication of arbitration treaties as we have seen 
in the last ten years to take place; and that grmt action of 
the l^irst Conference was the prophecy and preparation for 
the provision by the Second Conference for the Interna- 
tional Prize Court and the Court of Arbitral Justice. 
read of the fifteen decisive battles of the world.^^ JSeF© 
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was an event vastly more decisive and a victory more brlQ- 
iant and more pregnant far than any or all of those. 

The two Hague Conferences failures! One is appalled 
at the depths of the ignorance and Philistinism that venture 
the wild and mischievous assertion. I confess that, with 
such knowledge as I have of history and the general course of 
political action, I can never survey, as I have here rapidly 
surveyed with you, the prodigious achievements of the two 
Hague Conferences, with all that is pregnant in them, with- 
out being lost in amazement. If the most optimistic of us 
here had been told in 1898 that these advances would be 
made in the interval between then and now, none of us 
would have believed it. 

The general results of the Hague Conferences upon the 
habit and ^temper of the world have been even more revo- 
lutionary and beneficent than the specific results which 
have here been noticed. I can think of no other proof of 
the world's political maturity and competence, of its ra- 
tionality and evolution of good manners, half so great as 
the decorum, mutual respect, and perfect temper which 
marked the dealings of the 256 representatives of the forty- 
four nations in the last Hague Conference, from beginning to 
end. Think of it, in the light of history,— representatives 
of every race, religion, language, tradition, system of gov- 
ernment, and system of law, conferring upon the most im- 
portant and critical questions of international relation, with 
the widest differences of opinion and feeling, with all thdr 
various prejudices, with all possible scope, for collision,— 
and no one breach of self-restraint or courtesy, no breach of 
respect or of brotherhood, on the part of any member of that 
illustrious convention, during the whole four months! Why, 
if the Second Hague Conference had done nothing but simply 
exhibit to the world that spectacle, it would have marked 
an epoch. But how much more than that it taught the 
nations! It taught them that from now on legality and 
co-operation, mutual and deferential conference, instead 
of national selfishness, impulse or isolation, must rule the 
world, that the new era of these things has come, and come 
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to stay. This is the supreme result of the Hague Confer- 
ences. Those Conferences were sessions of the world’s Con- 
stitutional Convention. ‘‘On the sky’s dome, as on a bell,” 
their action “struck the world’s great hour” of unity and 
organization, pledging the family of nations at once a legis- 
lature and a judgment seat, and transforming the world’s 
peace party into a world federation league, instinct and 
electric with confidence in “holier triumphs yet to come,” — 

“The bridal time of Law and Love, 

The gladness of the world’s release, 

When, war-sick, at the feet of Peace, 

The hawk shall nestle with the dove! — 

“The golden age of brotherhood 
Unknown to other rivalries 
Than of the mild humanities 
And gracious interchange of good.” 

The League of Peace, for which Mr. Carnegie has been 
pleading, seems actually at hand. Even Mr. Roosevelt 
seems coming into line. Only the League of Peace, to be a 
true solvent and a real blessing, must be coextensive with 
honest national purpose and genuine civilization. 

What demands do the great residts of the Hague Confer- 
ences make upon the nations? They demand that we shall 
go on unto perfection. The rapid recital which I have made 
is no more history than program and commandment. The 
great evolution of international organization has been begun 
upon right lines; and the demand of that evolution is fxir- 
ther evolution upon the same lines. I have spoken upon 
the work of the Second Hague Conference towards the es- 
tablishment of an International Court of Arbitral Justice, 
and of the fact that everything now necessary to bring that 
Court into existence and operation is the agreement upon 
the appointment of judges by two or three nations. Pre- 
cisely this, as you all know, is what Secretary Knox is try- 
ing to bring about at this moment; and he has just informed 
the country that the response to his effort is most "en- 
couraging. It would certainly have a satisfaction if 
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all nations, or a majority of them, could have agreed upon 
some form of appointing the judges for this Court. They 
did not agree; and, happily, an agreement between two or 
three of them was all that was absolutely necessary to in- 
augurate the Court. The thought of so extending the juris- 
diction of the judges of the International Prize Court as 
should practically transform that into a Court of Arbitral 
Justice or Supreme Court of the World was probably a for- 
tunate thought. At any rate, it offered a solution of a 
difficult problem; and the first demand upon us at this 
moment is to back up that effort until it succeeds. I be- 
lieve it will quickly succeed; and, when the Court is once 
established, I am quite willing to trust to the various forces 
of international evolution to make of it all that it ought 
to be. I am proud and grateful as an American that our 
own nation has played the leading part in the birth of this 
institution. Its birth is in obedience to the principle which 
Secretary Root has iterated and reiterated, that the th ing 
chiefly desired in procedure at The Hague is to minimize 
the diplomatic side of things and magnify the really judicial 
side. Secretary Elnox took up this matter where Secre- 
tary Root left it; and to them, and to Mr. Choate and Dr. 
Scott, our obligations and the world^s in this matter are 
pre-eminent. The Third Hague Conference will imdoubtedly 
make great advances as to the constitution and procedure 
of this Court, and as to much touching arbitration alto- 
gether. ^ Consider the immense significance in possible con- 
tingencies of the single provision by the Second Conference 
that either of two disputing nations, without agreement 
with its opponent, may of its own initiative report its willing- 
ness to arbitrate to the International Bureau, which shall 
then inform all the powers, leaving them to perform their 
duty in the matter. I look for further provisions of this 
character, and it is for us to demand such provisions, until 
international law touching the beginning of war is as ra- 
tional and as effective as Canadian law touching the be- 
ginfiing of strikes and lockouts. When nations once realize 
that they are amenable to public opinion, when they are 
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compelled to pay a decent respect to the opinions of man- 
kind by proper publicity and proper delays, the end of war 
will be in sight; for no man living can remember a war 
whose inauguration would have been able to abide the 
world’s critical discussion. Consider simply England’s 
recent war in South Africa or our own in the Philippines. 
Such a war even as the Franco-German war of 1870 would 
have been impossible if both France and Prussia had been 
compelled to submit to the world full statements of the 
grounds of their proposed conflict, and wait a proper period 
for the world’s review and judgment. 

The Second Hague Conference recognized unanimously 
the principle of obligatory arbitration; and it may well 
be that the Third Conference will work out some formula 
for a general treaty which, while much broader in scope 
the treaty proposed at the Second Conference, shall still 
command universal assent. Whether so or not, a cardinal 
demand upon us all, as we face the Third Conference and 
the establishment of the new International Court, is to work 
for arbitration treaties of broader scope, unlimited treaties, 
providing that every difference whatever between nations 
not settled by diplomatic negotiation shall be referred to 
The Hague. The reservation from arbitration in most 
treaties in these late years of questions of so-called honor” 
and “vital interest” is a miscMevous reservation. National 
integrity, in the nature of the case, is not a subject for 
arbitration; but there is no possible question covered by 
these foolish reservations which would not be better arbi- 
trated than fought about, — ^and there has been no kind of 
question which has not been successfully arbitrated. Ifc 
is not necessary to go beyond the survey of our own arbi- 
trations, involving the most important boundary disputes 
and all the momentous questions of “honor” and “vital 
interest” in the Alabama case. The foolish reservations 
serve only as pegs upon which the apologists for big arma- 
ments can hang their pleas, and thus perpetuate suspicion 
and trouble- President Taft never did a greater service 
t b^Ti when in New York a few weeks ago he condemned 
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velt’s recent Nobel address at Christiania was this : Granted 
sincerity of purpose, the great powers of the world should 
find no insurmountable difficulty in reaching an agreement 
which would put an end to the present costly and growing 
extravagance of expenditure on naval armaments/’ This 
is what the plain people of the nations have long seen 
clearly and felt deeply, and this is the ground of their im- 
patience. They have been in advance of most of the 
statesmen, and they distrust the sincerity and serious pur- 
pose of governments. The hour has struck for seriousness 
and resolution and action in this matter. It is, I repeat, 
a moral question. The arguments for the great armaments, 
especially for the great navies, which are now vastly more 
a danger than a defence, are not respectable arguments. 
We need not bother ourselves here about other people. We 
have only to pass judgment upon the pleas and apologies 
for our own inordinate navy from some of our own con- 
gressmen and other officials. It would surely be hard to 
conceive of anything worse than the jingoism and huckster- 
ism of the recent speech of our Secretary of the Navy at 
Philadelphia, urging a bigger navy to prevent our being 
trodden upon” by other nations, and to make more busi- 
ness for the Steel Trust! 

The recent and almost chronic strain between Great 
Britain and Germany, insane in many respects as it is, is 
the redmtio ad absurdum of the foolish argument that the 
way to insure peace is to create such monstrous arnaaments 
as shall make nations afraid to attack each other. Every 
new German or British Dreadnought^ so far from proving 
a new bond of peace according to the theory, has proved 
a new occasion of dread and danger. The Anglo-German 
situation is also a conclusive argument for the inviolability 
of ocean commerce in war. There is no remaining usage 
of war so barbarous as that which violates this. So long as 
Germany’s commerce and commercial ambition grow as 
they are now growing, so long will her navy grow commen- 
sura4:ely, until menace to her merchant marine is removed 
by international law. This point touches not simply G«r- 
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many, but every commercial nation. Nothing will do so 
much to reduce the navies of the world as the international 
decree of the inviolability of ocean commerce in war. We 
are glad to remember that this has always been the American 
position. Germany stood for it with us at the last Hague' 
Conference. If the next Conference solves this problem, 
it will render a service vastly greater than the Second Con- 
ference rendered in the adoption of the Porter-Drago prop- 
osition. 

Touching the larger question of the limitation of arma- 
ments the demand of the American people upon the Third 
Hague Conference should be the same demand which Sec- 
retary Root formulated for us upon the point as we entered 
the Second Conference, — that our effort in this direction 
should be persistent and that this persistence should continue 
until ultimate success is attained. It is fortifying to yecur, 
in closing, to Mr. Root, because there has not been in all 
the world in this time a wiser international statesman, — and 
there has been none who has emphasized more impressively 
the power of public opinion. It is the growing international 
sentiment of mankind, he has reminded us, which will be 
and already is the great sanction of international law itself; 
and at the New York Peace Congress of three years ago he 
called upon all such bodies as ours to do their utmost for 
the creation of that energetic moral sentiment which is at 
once the highest inspiration and the strongest support of 
governments in their dealings with world affairs. It is 
with the creation of strong and enlightened public opinion 
that men and women like ourselves have to do. That is 
what we are for. That is what this Congress is for. As 
we approach the Third Hague Conference, let us understand 
dearly the problems which the Second Conference left to it 
and to us. Let us formulate clearly to ourselves the things 
which the Third Conference ought to do. Let us remember 
that two years before that Conference meets the committee 
will meet to determine its program, and that therefore there 
is no time to be lost. Let us insist upon such an organiza- 
tion of the Third Conference, in contrast to the organiza- 
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tion of the first two Conferences, as shall make it indeed a 
free and independent Conference. For my own part, I 
should say let us insist that the Conference meet not later 
than 1914. An interval of seven years between these Parlia- 
ments of Man is, as our critical and crowded history now 
makes itself, an interval quite long enough; and the acci- 
dent of a year’s waste of time in 1906 should not be allowed 
to determine the interval in the present case. The United 
States delegation, in the spirit of Secretary Root’s instruc- 
tions, suggested to the Second Conference the month of 
June, 1914, as the date of the meeting of the Third Confer- 
ence; and that is the proper time for it. But, however 
these tTiin gs are settled, let the peace party of America be 
alive. Let it remember that WiUiam Ladd and Elihu 
Burritt, half a century and more before the First Hague 
Conference, stood clearly and persistently for every cardinal 
feature of the Hague program, and be inspired by those sacred 
TUftmories to as prophetic service to-day as theirs of yes- 
terday. Let it remember that the peace movement, as your 
great Bushnell here in Hartford so impressively pointed out 
in his prophetic essay on “The Growth of Law,” is simply the 
extension of law beyond the confines of the nation, the largest 
unit yet fully organized, to the family of nations; and that 
our own federal republic, our United States, offers in its own 
beneficent national institutions the most impressive and 
potent prototype of a united world. This beneficent feder- 
ation, tins eloquent inheritance, are a high imperative and 
holy caU. Let us realize America’s great duty and great 
power; and let us so exert ourselves in the years just before 
us as to make America’s influence in the Third Hague 
Conference worthy of her own great traditions and a bless- 
ing to mankind. 
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SIR EDWARD GREY ON UNION FOR 
WORLD PEACE 

From His Speech in the House of Commons^ 

March 13, igxi 

Do not let it be supposed that, because estimates are 
increased, our relations with foreign Powers are in any way 
strained. My honorable friend spoke of the high-water 
mark of expenditure having been reached. Yes, if the 
programs of other Powers follow their intended course. 
If that expectation is realized, then undoubtedly we have 
reached the high-water mark and a reduction will be neces- 
sary consistent with national safety. But that must depend 
again on foreign naval programs following their normal 
intended course; if that expectation is not realized we can- 
not give a pledge. If it is realized, reduction in the estimates 
will follow. I said our foreign relations are not strained. 
With regard to France, the words used by the Prime Minister 
are fresh in the minds of members of the House. The two 
governments having made up their differences, on both sides 
there followed the good will of the people. With Russia the 
same course followed; and let me say that Just as when 
France made up her difference with Germany about Morocco 
last year there was no diminution of the cordial understand- 
ing between us and France, so with Russia and the friendly 
negotiations at Potsdam no diminution followed of the 
cordial relations with the Russian government. We have 
no wish — nay, I will put it more strongly — we have the 
strongest desire to see our friends on good terms with 
other Powers, and we regard such understandings without 
jealousy and with satisfaction, The Austro-Hungarian 
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Foreign Minister made a very friendly reference to us the 
other day and to our old relations which we entirely recip- 
rocate. The Prime Minister spoke the other day in the 
warmest terms about Italy, and I simply recall his remarks 
to indorse them. 

Now I come to Germany. The German Chancellor spoke 
recently — in December — and used words I should like to 
read to the House, for they are specially applicable to 
armaments and to this debate. He said: '^We also meet 
England in the desire to avoid rivalry in regard to arma- 
ments, and non-binding pourparlers which have from time 
to time taken place have been conducted on both sides in 
a friendly spirit. We have always advanced the opinion 
that a frank and sincere interchange of views, followed by 
an understanding with regard to economic and political 
interests of the two countries, offers the surest means of 
allaying all mistrust on the subject of the relations of the 
Powers to each other on sea and land. A continuance of 
frank, unconstrained exchange of views on all questions 
connected with these matters is in itself a guarantee of 
friendly intentions entertained on both sides, and should 
gradually but surely lead to the dispersion of the mistrust 
which has unfortunately manifested itself in many cases, 
not in the case of the governments, but of public opinion.^' 
I would call the attention of the honorable member for 
Merthyr to the words ''not in the case of the governments/' 
because I think he touched on this subject. He gave the 
impression that all was well between the two countries 
except with regard to the governments. The German Chan- 
cellor's statement is "not in the case of the two govern- 
ments." I entirely reciprocate that attitude, and I think, 
considering all that has appeared in the press, that all that 
might have been surmised. People would be astonished if 
they knew how easy it has been at any time within the last 
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few years, I do not say to reach agreement, but to discuss 
differences between the two governments in a frank spirit. 
The honorable member for Merthyr says that entails a 
change of policy. It entails no change of policy. It has 
been going on for the last three years, at any rate. We 
have no desire to stand off; we have no desire that our 
relations with any Power should be such as to make cordial 
relations with Germany impossible. We make but one 
stipulation — that when we make friendships we make 
friendships so that we carry with us the friendships we 
already have. 

Mr. Keir Hardie . — My statement about a change of policy 
referred exclusively to the building of the Bagdad Railway 
in Persia. 

Sir Edward Grey . — I am not aware of any change of 
policy about that. It is a matter we have never had any 
difficulty in discussing with the German government. True, 
we have not reached agreement. When I spoke the other 
night I was certainly not aware of any change of policy. 
I thought I was making a statement of fact which had been 
patent for some time. 

That is the situation. The great Powers of Europe are 
spoken of as being in separate groups. Yes; but gradually, 
in the last five years, at any rate, things which might have 
brought these groups into opposition to each other have 
been disappearing, and so far as our policy is concerned 
it is to be stanch and loyal to every engagement we have 
and to do our utmost to promote good will on every side. 
The House may well say it is a paradox that if the relations 
between the Powers should be such — because, remember, 
I am speaking not of our particular relations only, but of 
the relations of France with Germany and of Russia with 
Germany, as well as our own, and I said at the beginning 
of my speech that I was going to speak not only of ex- 
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penditure on armaments in this country but in the world 
at large — the House may well say it is a paradox that if 
the relations between the great Powers of Europe are what 
they are the armaments of Europe should be increasing as 
rapidly as they are. I have read out the friendly senti- 
ments, the friendly expressions of opinion in other coun- 
tries; I have expressed some friendly opinions of my own. 
It might be thought that as armaments increase those 
opinions could not be sincere. I believe they’ are sincere 
not only on our part, but on the part of those from whom 
I have quoted. Yet armaments increase. That is a paradox; 
but there is a much greater paradox. It is this — that this 
growing and enormous burden of naval and military ex- 
penditure is coinciding not merely with friendly relations 
between the Powers, but with the growth of civilization as 
a whole. It is the fact that it is in the most civilized nations 
of the world that the expenditure is the greatest. The 
growth of civilization ought surely to have lessened and not 
increased naval and military expenditure. Until the world 
is all equally civilized, the most highly civilized nations 
must, of course, under all circumstances have the power 
to protect themselves against those who are less advanced. 
But the paradox remains that their expenditure on arma- 
ments is not directed against the most backward nations — 
it is, I will not say directed against, but it is entered upon 
by nations in rivalry with each other. Unless the incon- 
gruity and mischief are brought home, not only to men's 
heads generally, but to their feelings, so that they resent 
the inconsistency and realize the danger of it — if this 
tremendous expenditure on armaments goes on it must in 
the long run break down civilization. 

You are having this great burden of force piled up in 
times of peace, and if it goes on increasing by leaps and 
bounds, as it has done in the last generation, in time it will 
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become intolerable. There are those who think it will lead 
to war, precisely because it is becoming intolerable. I think 
it is much more likely the burden will be dissipated by 
internal revolution — not by nations fighting against each 
other, but by the revolt of masses of men against taxation. 
But it does not follow from that that one nation, as sug- 
gested by the mover and seconder of this motion, can put 
a stop to the rivalry by dropping out of the race. If one 
nation by itself — especially a nation so important as our- 
selves — dropped out of the competition, I do not think we 
should serve the world-purpose of reducing the general 
rising level of expenditure. On the contrary, I think it 
might very well happen that if one nation dropped out 
it might give a spurt to expenditure in some others. The 
honorable member for Merthyr Tydvil spoke of the growing 
feeling against expenditure, and he referred to Socialism. 
Yes, but that growth of feeling must find expression, not in 
any one country alone, but in several countries simultane- 
ously. The Socialist vote had no effect upon the passing of 
the German Navy estimates the other day. 

I deprecate the word “alarm” in this motion tonight, 
because I do not think that we in this country feel the 
burden of taxation most. The burden is heavy in this coun- 
try, but the burden is not so severely felt in this country 
as in some other countries. I believe that the contrary is 
much nearer the truth. The burden of taxation may be 
heavy, but I think that the incidence as arranged is not 
so heavy here as in some other countries. When I spoke 
of a revolt against naval and military expenditure, I think 
that revolt will not come till the taxation presses directly 
upon those classes for whom existence at the best must be 
a struggle. When you begin to make hunger by taxation 
sooner or later^ and the naval and military expenditure of 
every country goes on increasing, then you will be within 
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measurable distance of a revolt which will put a stop to it. 
That is the direction in which the great countries of the 
world are tending. But a greater danger than that of war 
is the danger which I once called from the bench on the 
other side of the House the danger of bleeding to death 
in time of peace. I admit that, if no relief is found, this 
evil of naval and military expenditure generally may go on 
increasing for some years before the consequences to which 
I have referred inevitably must be reached; but I hope that 
some way out may be found. 

We cannot be accused of having forced the pace. Our 
naval estimates of 1909 are said to have given provocation. 
They have not given rise to the increased expenditure in 
Germany or in any other country. The last additions to 
the German naval program were passed and settled by law 
in 1908, long before our estimates. This further has to be 
borne in mind, that though we maintain a strong navy and 
have announced our intention to maintain it, we do not 
maintain an army which may be regarded as an aggressive 
force. And in my opinion we are quite right in not doing 
so. We have reduced the army estimates. I spoke of the 
fulfillment of our pledges. We have reduced them by 
£3,400,000 a year, and they would have been reduced by 
£4,800,000 had it not been that we spent £1,400,000 more 
on territorials than we spent before. I call that a sub- 
stantial fulfillment. We have in our first two years of office 
reduced our naval estimates, and we did point to that as an 
example which we hoped other nations would follow, and 
to the article of Sir H. Campbell-Bannerman already quoted 
in the debate. It had not, however, led to reduction else- 
where ; and supposing you were to reduce the naval estimates 
this year by £1,000,000 or £2,000,000, 1 do not believe it would 
affect the general rising of expenditure more than the 
reductions of two or three years ago. 
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Agreement with other nations has been mentioned. I 
admit that agreement may do something. Agreement with 
Germany has been spoken of. It means very careful han- 
dling. I myself have always avoided the phrase “limitation 
of armaments/^ because limitation of armaments is often 
construed abroad as if we intended or were endeavoring to 
impose some limit on another country. No country would 
stand that, least of all Germany. “Mutual reduction of 
expenditure” is the phrase I have endeavored always to 
use; but remember that in any possible naval agreement 
with Germany we have been given to understand that the 
German Naval Law must be in the long run carried out, 
and that when complete means a navy of thirty-three capital 
ships, including Dreadnoughts, including pre-Dreadnought 
vessels. That is a very serious naval expenditure, and I 
am sure if I held out any hope to the House that by agree- 
ment Germany would part with her Naval Law or alter it 
I should be contradicted at once by the German government. 
Within the limits of that statement I think agreement may 
do something. I have always held that the frank exchange 
of information between the two governments through their 
naval attaches would guard against any surprise. It would 
convince each nation that neither was trying to steal a 
march upon the other; it would convince other nations as 
to the intentions of this country and of Germany; and it 
would have a pacific effect generally. It may be that within 
the limits of German Naval Law some retardation of ex- 
penditure may be effected. It may be that agreement would 
make it certain that there would be no addition to the present 
program in Germany. All that is a subject for discussion 
between the two governments, and it would be to the good 
if any agreement could be reached between them; but re- 
member it must be always within those limits, as far as 
agreement is concerned, that the German Naval Law has 
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been laid down by Germany because she thinks it necessary 
for her own purposes, within her own power, and due to 
herself, to have a strong navy. That is a position which 
nobody can resent Germany taking up. Germany has never 
regarded our naval estimates as a provocation to her. 

Agreement may do something, but it is a small matter 
compared with the whole question. The rise and fall of 
world expenditure is the real thing which we wish to affect. 
The tide is flowing, the expenditure is increasing. What 
we have to look for is any beneficent movement which will 
go to the root of the matter and so affect public opinion, 
not in one country, but in all, that it may lead first of all to 
the tide ceasing to flow, then turning and, I hope, ebbing. 
I can conceive but one thing which will really affect the 
military and naval expenditure of the world on the wholesale 
scale on which it must be affected if there is to be a real 
and sure relief. You will not get it imtil nations do what 
individuals have done — come to regard an appeal to the 
law as the natural course for nations instead of an appeal 
to force. Public opinion has been moving; the number of 
arbitrations has been increasing; but you must take a large 
step further before the increase of arbitration will really 
affect this increase of expenditure on armaments. I should 
perhaps have thought that I was not spending the time of 
the House in asking them to look to arbitration as some- 
thing which could really touch this great expenditure had 
it not been that twice within the last twelve months, once in 
March and again in December, the President of the United 
States has sketched out a step in advance in arbitration 
more momentous than an3rthing that any practical statesman 
in his position has ventured to say before, pregnant with 
very far-reaching consequences. 

I should like to quote two statements by the President of 
the United States. Here is the first: "Personally I do not 
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see any reason why matters of national honor should not be 
referred to Courts of Arbitration as matters of private or 
national property are. I know that is going further than 
most men are willing to go, but I do not see why questions 
of honor should not .be submitted to tribunals composed of 
men of honor who understand questions of national honor, 
to abide by their decision as well as in other questions of 
difference arising between nations." 

The other statement is: '‘If we can negotiate and put 
through private agreements with some other nation to abide 
by the adjudication of International Arbitration Courts in 
every issue which cannot be settled by negotiations, no 
matter what it involves, whether honor, territory, or money, 
we shall have made a long step forward by demonstrating 
that it is possible for two nations at least to establish 
between them the same system which, through the process 
of law, has existed between individuals under government." 
Sir, these are bold and courageous words. We have no 
proposal before us, and unless public opinion will rise to the 
level of discussing a proposal of that kind, not with refer- 
ence to charges of inconsistency, not with reference to what 
one nation or the other is going to gain practically by some 
agreement, but unless they will rise to the height of discuss- 
ing it as a great movement in the opinion of the world, it 
cannot be carried out. But supposing it took place. Sup- 
posing two of the greatest nations in the world were to 
make it clear to the whole world that by an agreement of 
such a character under no circumstances were they going 
to war again, I venture to say that the effect on the world 
at large of the example would be one that would be bound to 
have beneficent consequences. It is true that the two nations 
might still be 'exposed to attack by a third nation not in the 
agreement. I think it would probably lead to their follow- 
ing it up by an agreement that they would join with each 
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other in any case in which one only had a quarrel with the 
third Power in which arbitration was refused. More and 
more the tendency which is growing in the world to recog- 
nize that war between two great countries must not only be 
a serious thing for them, but must be a serious thing for 
neutral Powers through the disturbance it causes, more and 
more it would tend that nations would come to the conclusion 
as between themselves that they were not going to fight, but 
that it was their interest to join together to keep the peace 
of the world. 

I have spoken of that because I do not think that a state- 
ment of that kind put forward by a man in the position of 
the President of the United States should go without re- 
sponse. Entering into an agreement of that kind there 
would be great risks. It would entail certain risk for us to 
refer everything to arbitration, and as the President of the 
United States has said, we must be prepared to take certain 
risks and to make some sacrifice of national pride. When 
agreement of that kind, so sweeping as it is, is proposed 
to us, we shall be delighted to have such a proposal. But I 
should feel it was something so momentous and so far-reach- 
ing in its possible consequence that it would require, not 
only the signature of both governments, but the deliberate 
and decided sanction of Parliament, and that, I believe, 
would be obtained. 

I know that to bring about changes of this kind public 
opinion has to rise to a high plane, higher than it can rise 
to in ordinary times, higher than some members opposite, 

I imagine, think it ever can rise to. • In ordinary times I 
daresay that may be true, but times are not ordinary with 
this expenditure, and they will become still less ordinary as 
this expenditure increases. The minds of men are working 
upon this, and if you look back into history you find there 
do come times at favorable moments when public opinion 
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has risen to heights which a generation previously would 
have been thought impossible. It was so when public opinion 
abolished slavery, with all its vested interests. It was espe- 
cially difficult in the United States then. I can imagine there 
may have been, there must have been, occasions before the 
United States put an end to slavery when any person might 
have demonstrated that public opinion in the United States 
could never rise to that height. But it did, and it did it 
without counting the cost in treasure, in blood, and in risk 
to their national existence. So I think it is not impossible, 
though I admit that in a case of such enormous change 
progress may be slow, that the public opinion of the world 
at large may insist, if it is fortunate enough to find leaders 
who have courage, the sort of courage that has been shown 
in the utterances I have quoted to the House, upon finding 
relief in this direction. Some armies and navies would 
remain, no doubt, but they would remain then not in rivalry 
with each other, but as the police of the world. Some 
honorable members say we should not live to see the day. 
I daresay we should not, but I think we shall live to see 
some progress made. 

My attitude is one of encouragement. And, even if our 
hopes may not be realized in our time, that is no reason 
why we should not press forward in the direction in which 
we see a possible means of relief. What is impossible in 
one generation may become possible in another. It is 
rendered more possible in another by the fact that one 
generation presses in that direction even though it fails to 
attain the goal. 

The great nations of the world are in bondage to their 
armies and navies at the present moment — increasing 
bondage. It does not seem to me impossible that in some 
future years they may discover, as individuals have dis- 
covered, that law is a better remedy than force, and that, 
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in all the time they have been in bondage to this tremendous 
expenditure, the prison door has been locked on the inside. 
If you think that visionary, and not in the region of prac- 
tical politics, I reply that, at any rate, we ought not to leave 
what the President of the United States has said without 
response. It is a response not to proposals, because we 
have no proposals before us, but it is a response to the 
idea. 


BARON D’ESTOURNELLES DE CONSTANT ON 
THE LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS 

The report upon the limitation of armaments adopted by 
the Interparliamentary Union at its conference in London in 
1906 was prepared by Baron d'Estournelles de Constant, 
president of the Arbitration Group in the French Assembly. 

“The question of the limitation of armaments, he said in 
this report, “is one of the most pressing which governments 
are called upon to consider. It is put forward by the force 
of circumstances. As long as it remains unsolved it bars 
the way to all kinds of reform and arrests the progress of 
civilization. The Interparliamentary Union will be upheld 
by the unanimous agreement of nations if it can contribute 
to put a stop, by the effort of reason, to a state of affairs 
which can no longer continue. Let us at least seek support 
in the force of public opinion. It will support us. It is 
ready and has been tested. The progress realized in the 
domain of arbitration within the last few years, with the 
assistance of public opinion, shows us what we can obtain 
in the domain of the limitation of armaments, which is in- 
finitely more concrete and simple.” 

The creation of public opinion in the several nations was, 
he held, the efficient preparation for international action. 
Nowhere had the propositions both for arbitration and limi- 
tation of armaments been more strenuously opposed than 
in France; but the objections had been effectually met, and, 
said M. d’Estournelles, “you may be sure that, if we 
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in France have been able to answer them to the satisfac- 
tion of our consciences, you will easily succeed in overcom- 
ing them everywhere else.” Referring to the hesitancy of 
the nations heretofore to grapple with the question in ear- 
nest, '*what,” he asks, “will future generations, who will 
have to bear the burden of our debts, think of such inca- 
pacity? The whole procedure of the Powers shows the 
absurdity of our general tendency. Each increases its 
sacrifices at the same time, in order not to allow itself to 
be surpassed; therefore, the distance between all the rival 
Powers remains the same, the proportion does not vary. 
None of them will emerge strengthened by this rivalry, 
and” — his word is almost precisely that of Sir Edward 
Grey — “ruin awaits them all. One shudders at thinking 
that, if during the last ten years the Powers had come to 
an understanding to moderate their pace, they would have 
saved milliards, from which progress would have benefited, 
without any modification of their respective positions.” 

“It will suffice to discredit governments,” is the solemn 
warning of Baron d’Estournelles, “if they persist in main- 
taining such an armed peace as now exists, in spite of its 
unpopularity. An opposition will be formed in all countries 
against their inaction.” “It is not by blind resistance,” he 
says again, “that governments will preserve their authority. 
It is by their intelligence, by their promptitude in under- 
standing popular aspirations. The question is urgent. 
Public patience is being exhausted. The public feels that 
a conclusion could be arrived at, if desired. It will be grate- 
ful to those who act as its interpreters and protest in its 
name. Let us not wait for it to revolt.” 

He calls attention to the motives of the revolution in 
Russia and to the growing discontent and growing power of 
the workingmen’s parties in England, France, and Germany. 
“The progress of the most radical parties in all countries 
is in proportion to the increase of unproductive expenditure. 
Everybody recognizes that the limitation of armaments will 
gradually have as a corollary the reduction of the hours of 
labor, the reduction of the price of goods, the development 
of the country, the improvement of transport, of public in- 
struction, of hygiene, and the adoption of social reforms. 
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People calculate what a country might do in the way of 
constructing railways, bridges, ports, machinery, schools, 
and museums with merely a part of the money which is 
devoted to naval and military budgets. Let us not forget 
that until three years ago all the world laughed at our arbi- 
tration treaties, and that today they are being signed on all 
hands. Why should it not be the same in the case of 
limitation?” 


Hon. Elihu Root, in Speech at the New York Peace 
Congress, April 15, 1907 — Mr. Root being at 
THE Time Secretary of State 

The First Hague Conference adopted two resolutions re- 
lating to naval and military armament The first was: “The 
Conference is of opinion that the restriction of military 
charges, which are at present a heavy burden on the world, 
is extremely desirable for the increase of the material and 
moral welfare of mankind.” The second was: “The Confer- 
ence expresses the wish that the governments, taking into 
consideration the proposals made at the Conference, may 
examine the possibility of an agreement as to the limitation 
of armed forces by land and sea and of war budgets.” The 
government of the United States has been of the opinion 
that the subject matter of these resolutions ought to be 
further considered and discussed in the Second Conference; 
that the subject is in the nature of unfinished business and 
cannot be ignored, but must be dealt with ; that there ought 
to be at least an earnest effort to reach, or to make progress 
toward reaching, some agreement under which the enormous 
expenditure of money and the enormous withdrawal of men 
from productive industry for warlike purposes may be re- 
duced or arrested or retarded. We have not been unmindful 
of the fact that the question is one which primarily and in 
Its present stage concerns Europe rather than America ; that 
the conditions which have led to the great armaments of the 
present day are mainly European conditions, and that it 
would ill become us to be forward or dogmatic in a matter 
which is so much more vital to the nations of Europe than 
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to ourselves. It sometimes happens, however, that a state 
having little or no special material interest in a proposal can 
for that very reason advance the proposal with the more 
advantage and the less prejudice. The American govern- 
ment accordingly, at an early stage of the discussion regard- 
ing the program, reserved the right to present this subject 
for the consideration of the Conference; several European 
Powers have also given notice of their intention to present 
the subject. It may be that the discussion will not bring the 
Second Conference to any definite and practical conclusion; 
certainly no such conclusion can be effective unless it meet 
with practically universal assent; for there can be no effec- 
tive agreement which binds some of the great Powers and 
leaves others free. There are serious difficulties in formu- 
lating any definite proposal which would not be objectionable 
to some of the Powers, and upon the question whether any 
specific proposal is unfair and injurious to its interests each 
Power must be, and is entitled to be, its own judge. Never- 
theless, the effort can be made; it may fail in this Confer- 
ence, as it failed in the first; but if it fails, one more step will 
have been taken toward ultimate success. Long-continued 
and persistent effort is always necessary to bring mankind 
into conformity with great ideals; every great advance that 
civilization has made on its road from savagery has been 
upon stepping-stones of failure; and a good fight bravely 
lost for a sound principle is always a victory. 


President Taft, in Speech at the Hotel Astor, 
New York, March 22, 1910 

I do not see any more reason why matters of national 
honor should not be referred to a court of arbitration than 
matters of property or matters of national proprietorship. 
I know that this is going further than most men are willing 
to go; but I do not see why questions of honor may not be 
submitted to a tribunal supposed to be composed of men 
of honor, who understand questions of national honor, and 
then abide by their decisions, as well as any other question 
of difference arising between nations. 
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Ex-President Roosevelt, in His Nobel* Speech at 
Christiania, May 5, 1910 

Something should be done as soon as possible to check the 
growth of armaments, especially naval armaments, by inter- 
national agreement No one Power could or should act by 
itself, for it is eminently undesirable, from the standpoint 
of the peace of righteousness, that a Power which really does 
believe in peace should place itself at the mercy of some rival 
which may at bottom have no such belief and no intention 
of acting on it. But granted sincerity of purpose, the great 
Powers of the world should find no insurmountable difficulty 
in reaching an agreement which would put an end to the 
present costly and growing extravagance of expenditure on 
naval armaments. 


United States Commission for World Peace 

The following joint resolution was adopted by the United 
States House of Representatives on June 20 and by the 
Senate on June 24, 1910: 

Resolved^ by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress assembled, that 
a commission of five members be appointed by the President 
of the United States to consider the expediency of utilizing 
existing international agencies for the purpose of limiting 
the armaments of the nations of the world by international 
agreement, and of constituting the combined navies of the 
world an international force for the preservation of uni- 
versal peace, and to consider and report upon any other 
means to diminish the expenditures of government for mili- 
tary purposes and to lessen the probabilities of war.” 


President Taft, in Speech before the American Society 
FOR the Judicial Settlement of International 
Disputes, Washington, December 17, 1910 

I * am strongly convinced that the best method of ulti- 
mately securing disarmament is the establishment of an 
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international court and the development of a code of inter- 
national equity which nations will recognize as affording a 
better method of settling international controversies than 
war. We must have some method of settling issues between 
nations, and if we do not have arbitration we shall have war. 
Of course the awful results of war, with its modem arma- 
ments and frightful cost of life and treasure, and its inevi- 
table shaking of dynasties and governments, have made 
nations more chary of resort to the sword than ever before; 
and the present, therefore, because of this, would seem to 
be an excellent time for pressing the substitution of courts 
for force. ... 

If we can negotiate and put through a positive agreement 
with some great nation to abide the adjudication of an iiiter- 
national arbitral court in every issue which cannot be settled 
by negotiation, no matter what it involves, whether honor, 
territory, or money, we shall have made a long step f orwar 
by demonstrating that it is possible for two nations at least 
to establish as between them the same system of due process 
of law that exists between individuals under a government 
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THE GRANGE AND PEACE 


REPORT OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL PEACE 

Adopted by the National Grange, at its Annual 
Convention, Des Moines, Iowa, 1909 

The savage and the civilized life are the two extremes. Between 
them lies all the progress the world has made in all the years 
of its existence. Each century of the thousands of years since 
creation has seen these extremes grow wider and wider apart ; 
and where civilization has gained the savage has lost. Even as 
the soul is greater than the body, so has the divine spark in us 
conquered the brute and turned the heart to better things. And 
thus the world goes ever onward, facing towards the millennium 
and the ultimate complete triumph of spirit over matter. 

At the commencement of this long line of evolution the human 
being was little better than the animal. Individual and brute force 
decided the survival of the fittest. Then came the family unit, 
and the house — not yet civilized enough to be called the home 
— became man^s stronghold; and it was neighbor against 
neighbor, family against family, with brute force and savage 
ways ever the weights in the balance of victory. Then for pur- 
poses of offense and defense, of conquest and power, we find 
tribes and clans, and castles and retainers, the slightest differ- 
ences being settled with the war club, the sword, and the spear. 
Then came nations and mighty peoples, enlightened and civilized 
in ever37thing but in the settlement of thdr differences, and in 
this, with all the barbaric splendor of war and with the same 
savage instincts and impulses of their far-distant ancestors, they 
flew, tigerlike, at each other^s throats, and millions of their 
victims mangled and tom strewed the fields, while countless 
thousands moinned and the cries of the widows and fatherless 
went up to Heaven. 
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But civilization was moving onward, and man-made laws said 
to opposing men, You shall not settle your differences with fist 
and bludgeon. Later on dueling was put aside, and the courts for 
arbitration and settlement of difficulties between man and man 
came in. Then local political divisions, like towns and counties, 
came to settle their differences in the courts ; and, as illustrated 
in our own great Union of forty-seven states, differences between 
them are arbitrated or settled in the courts. We have no state 
standing armies or forts along our state lines, no state navies 
on our rivers or our lakes. There remains but one more step 
away from the brute and the savage, and that is that differences 
between nations shall be settled as they now are between man 
and man, between county and county, between state and state — 
by arbitration, by juries of disinterested persons. The methods 
used by our fathers, and which achieved a United States, must 
be used to achieve a united world. Within a short time a large 
and beautiful building has, with formal ceremony and eloquent 
words, been dedicated in the city of Washington to the cause 
of peace. This, the headquarters of the Bureau of American 
Republics, represents the outcome of good work along the lines 
of universal peace, at least so far as it applies to our Western 
hemisphere, and, with the walls of the Palace of Peace now 
rising at The Hague, is evidence of the steady progress that is 
going on towards that glorious end 

When the war drum throbs no longer, and the battle-flags are furPd 

In the Parliament of man, the Federation of the world. 

That which has been the hope and the dream of the few for 
long years past has now become the hope and the dream of 
millions of people in all lands. In the progress of the world 
the dream of yesterday becomes the confident hope of to-day 
and the realized fact of to-morrow. The dream has now become 
almost a realization, and all true followers of the Prince of Peace, 
all true lovers of humanity, should now aid in bringing about 
the full fruition of this dream and this hope. As old systems 
fail to meet new conditions and new ideals they are discarded. 
Among these time-worn and now worthless things it is now 
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believed should be placed the system of human sacrifice to the 
Moloch of international warfare. For centuries world peace 
has been the dream of the poet, the philanthropist, the states- 
man, and the Christian; but they are no longer alone. Busi- 
ness is with us, because it cannot prosper except in times of 
peace ; labor is with us, because it bears the burden and foots 
the bill of war ; the farmer is wiA us, because war decimates 
his customers and devastates the fruit of his labor. But after 
all, these are only the material considerations. The great and 
overshadowing moral reason why every well-meaning man and 
woman should be with us is that, in the language of Victor 
Hugo, '' Peace is the virtue and war the crime of civilization.” 
True enough, for every war is a backward step toward the 
savage, a relapse into barbarism. How truthfully did General 
Sherman express it aU when he said, War is hell 1 ” John Hay, 
so long our honored secretary of state, said, '' War is the most 
futile and ferocious of human follies.” People have begun to 
realize the terrible cost, the unbelievable wastefulness of actual 
war and the preparation for ‘possible war. When we read that 
the armed peace of Europe in the past thirty-seven years has 
cost $ 1 1 1,000,000,000, — nearly as much as the aggregate value 
of all the resources of the United States, the richest nation on 
the earth, — the figures are so large that mortal mind cannot 
conceive them, and they lose their force. A million dollar bills 
packed solidly like leaves in a book make a pile two hundred 
and seventy-five feet high. One thousand million doUars — less 
than Europe's annual expenditure for armaments in time of 
peace — equal a pile of dollar bills over fifty-two miles high. 
This sum also represents one thousand million days' labor at 
one dollar a day, or one man's pay for working three million, 
three hundred and thirty-three thousand years. A second pile 
of dollar bills, over fifty-two miles high, represents Europe's 
annual payment for interest and other cost for past wars. 

Since 1850 the population of the world has doubled; its in- 
debtedness, chiefly for war purposes, has increased from eight 
billions to nearly thirty-five billions. 
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Two thirds of the national revenues of the United States are 
spent on wars past or prospective. 

The cost of a single shot from one of the great guns of one 
of our battleships is $1700, three and two-thirds years of a 
workingman’s wages ; five and one^third years of a female school- 
teacher’s salary ; as much as a workingman’s home ; as much 
as a college education at $425 per year. 

This year’s peaceful cruise of our fleet around the world cost a 
year’s salary of 1700 ministers. It would have built 500 school- 
houses at $ 20,000 each. General Miles has said : The contrast 
between war and peace is illustrated by the fact that what has 
been expended on the Philippines could have put water on 
every quarter section of arable land in our country where it is 
required ; it could have built for the farmers a splendid system 
of good roads, or for commerce two ship canals across the 
isthmus. 

But mere money is one of the cheapest things in all the 
world. The price of war can never be paid in gold; not in 
national treasuries can we see the payment of that price, where 
smug, well-groomed politicians sign bonds and bills of credit. 
If you would see the payment of the price of war you must go 
to the place of war with all your senses open, step upon the 
battle field, smell the smoke of burning powder, the reek of 
charging horses, the breath of fresh, red human blood ; feel the 
warmth of that blood as you seek to staunch the wound in the 
breast of one of the world’s bravest, some mother’s son ; hear 
the screams of the shells, the booming roar of the cannonade, 
the clash of the onslaught, the shrieks of the wounded, the 
groans of the dying, the last gasp of one whose life has reached 
its end. Such is the infernal music of war. See the victim of 
the conflict reel in the saddle and fall headlong. Cast your eyes 
on the mangled forms of Godlike men, fallen in the midst of 
fullest life. Come in the night after battle and look upon the 
ghastly faces upturned in the moonlight. Gaze on the windrows 
of the dead, the awful harvest of Mars, that impoverishes all 
and enriches none, and you know something of war. 
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'' And yet we have seen but litde. Could we but enter the 
wasted homes and see the broken hearts that war has made ; 
could we go to the almshouses and soldiers' orphans' homes and 
see widows and children by the thousand suffering the doled-out 
charity of state or nation, because war has robbed them of their 
rightful protectors ; could we but realize the agony of the broken 
home — then might we know more of the real cost of war." 

But the eyes of the world are opening to the fact that the 
cost of war is far too high in money and in men, in suffering 
and sacrifice, and in those higher values of justice and kindliness 
and love. And as the thought once grew that personal differ- 
ences might be settled without personal combat, so men are look- 
ing toward the settlement of international difficulties without 
recourse to the sword. They have seen th,at every argument 
against the duel of men applies with stiH greater force against 
the duel of nations. And the world has moved farther toward 
world peace in the past twenty-five years than in all the centu- 
ries of history that have preceded. World peace has become, 
not the dream of the poet, but the confident hope of the world, 
whose realization is the task, the accomplishment of which is 
set for the people of this generation. Will our greatest of all 
farmers' organizations measure up to its opportunity and not 
only aid but lead in the effort to bring ” peace on earth, good- 
will towards men ? " 

One by one the obstacles to world peace are being broken 
down. Commerce has destroyed much of international preju- 
dice. Community of interest has obviated many former causes 
of quarrel. The sophistical arguments of the friends of war are 
bfeing answered by the logic of hard facts. Warfare has been 
softened by international agreement. Vast reaches of territory 
have been neutralized. Unfortified cities are no longer to be 
bombarded in any country. Actual disarmament has taken 
place between the United States and Canada, only one armed 
vessel, and that of small size, of each country being permitted on 
the Great Lakes, where a century ago fleet met fleet in deadly 
conflict. Chile and Argentina have declared for perpetual peace, 
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and high upon the Andes have set the great statue of Christ, 
made from melted cannon, while their naval vessels are converted 
into the peaceful transports of trade. Norway and Sweden have 
separated peacefully. Bulgaria has achieved her independence 
without bloodshed. Two Hague conferences have wonderfully 
advanced the progress of international amity. Over eighty arbi- 
tration treaties are now in force. We already have a permanent 
high court of nations, to which are referred questions that would 
once have resulted in war, and we are nearer than the dreamer 
of the last century dared to hope to the Parliament of man, 
the Federation of the world.” 

The mind of the world is convinced that war is futile and ter- 
ribly wasteful. The heart of the world is convinced that war is 
cruel and inexcusable. The conscience of the world has admitted 
that war is wrong and morally imjustifiable. 

Some there are who say human nature must fight, and that 
war will never be abolished ; but it will be. 

Then away with war talk and war scares. In time of peace 
let us prepare for peace, that all the world may enjoy peace. 
The world’s desire is for the cessation of international warfare ; 
a great world’s court to settle all international differences ; an 
international police force to give effect to the decrees of this 
court ; and the end of the burdens of armies and navies, under 
which the whole world is groaning. Let heart and voice and 
pen, pulpit and Grange, press and platform, soldier and states- 
man and private citizen ask for peace and not for war. Nations 
cannot go on using nearly all their revenues for war and neglect- 
ing the arts of peace. The world must choose between pinning 
its faith to the symbols of a splendid barbarism or of devoting 
its energies to the tasks of an enlightened civilization. 

International warfare has already seen the handwriting on the 
wall. Mars has been weighed in the balance and found want- 
ing. The fruitless slaughter of millions is not to be forever nor 
for long. Let us hasten the day when the rolling war drum will 
be hushed forever, and the bugle note no longer call to carnage ; 
when nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither 
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shall they learn war any more.” Love shall take the place of 
Hate, and Justice sit on the throne instead of Greed. Some 
day in the not distant future the nations that have all these cen- 
turies bowed before the god of war shall own eternal allegiance 
to the Prince of Peace, and ''of the increase of His govern- 
ment and of Peace there shall be no end.” 


Will the Grange contribute the power of its great influence to 
this great end ? The Grange may weU be said to have a birth- 
right in peace, coming as it did at the close of our war of i86i 
to 1865. It said at least to the farmers of North and South, as 
did the Saviour to the wild waves of the Sea of Galilee, " Peace^ 
be still ” ; and it should continue to work diligently in this por- 
tion of the vineyard. 

The Grange has not only always proclaimed to the world 
that peace and fraternity were among its precepts, but it has 
made it one of its laws that " we shall avoid litigation as much 
as possible by arbitration in the Grange ; ” and in thus inculcat- 
ing and practicing this principle of arbitration our order is help- 
ing on the world-wide movement for arbitration rather than for 
war between nations, and the bright days of universal peace, for 
peace rules the day where reason rules the mind. 

Our order has become a power throughout the land. The 
time has come when the patron is heard and his words and 
counsel considered in legislative halls. Let us, an unbroken band 
of brothers and sisters, lend our aid in this great and noble cause 
of peace, than which none greater can claim our labor and our 
prayers. Let us join the ranks of those in other walks of life 
who are strong for this great end; let us add this one more 
bright jewel to the crown of our order ; and then coming gen- 
erations will bless the name of the Grange, not only as giving 
freedom to the workers of the soil, but as being among the 
foremost to usher in the blessed day when peace, indeed, shall 


reign upon the earth. 


MORTIMER WHITEHEAD , 


F. N. GODFREY 


C. O. RAINE 


N. J. BACHELDER 
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Note, In submitting tJie report printed in the preceding pages 
to the annual convention of the National Grange, at Des 
Moines, in igop, the committee said: 

At the forty-second annual session of the National Grange held in 
Washington, D.C., the following action was taken, included in the 
report of the Committee on Foreign Relations: "That a special 
committee, of which Mortimer Whitehead shall be chairman, shall 
be appointed, with a view of cooperating with other peace associa- 
tions in all worthy efforts to advance the cause of universal peace.” 
On the eighth day of February, 1909, the Master of the National 
Grange appointed as the other members of the committee, the Execu- 
tive Committee of the National Grange. The work accomplished 
has been in the way of opening up communication with the leading 
peace associations of the country, especially with the American 
Peace Society, which has its headquarters in Boston,. Massachusetts, 
and the Lake Mohonk Conference on International Arbitration, which 
has its headquarters and holds its meetings at Lake Mohonk, Ulster 
County, New York. Very soon after the session of the National 
Grange and after its action on this now world-wide question had gone 
out through the Associated Press, the officials of these associations 
extended the right hand of fellowship and formally welcomed and 
accepted the fraternal cooperation of our order in their work. This 
has been followed by invitations to attend their meetings, by forward- 
ing their full line of literature, and in many ways expressing their 
appreciation of the good work which the Grange could do in advancing 
a cause in which all true lovers of humanity should have a part. One 
new record already made for our order, and one for which they ac- 
cord us full credit, with the hope that other fraternal societies may 
follow our lead, is that the Grange is the first of all the fraternities 
to give the principles of international and world-wide peace a place 
in its ritualistic work, reference being made to the place it has in the 
" Ceremony for the Dedication of Rural Homes ” as adopted by the 
National Grange at its last session. The committee recommends that 
this line of Grange work be continued, not alone because it is a great 
and a good work and in full accord with the highest objects of the 
order, but because it brings to our order the respect, support, and 
cooperation of large and influential bodies of earnest men and women, 
A line of suitable literature might be prepared and issued from time 
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to time, giving facts and figures of the world’s progress towards what 
is sure to come, if not in the immediate present, in the not far-distant 
future. This subject might be taken up by lecturers at suitable 
times during lecturer’s hour,” or a day once a year set apart, with 
appropriate programs, as Peace Day. Members should be encour- 
aged to cooperate with local and other peace societies, with churches, 
schools, and all other influences already at work to the desired end, 
thus assisting in forming and promoting public opinion, and thereby 
have for our order a place, not only in the good work, but a share 
in the ultimate victoiy. As our order represents the peaceful occu- 
pation of agriculture, it is fitting that it should lead and not follow in 
so great a mission. 

This indorsement of the peace movement by the National Grange^ 
representing a million American farmers ^ is of high signifi- 
cance, See also the address of Hon. N. J, Bachelder on * Agri- 
culture and the Peace Movement ” in the report of the New 
York Peace Congress, ^9^7 • 

At the xgog convention of the National Grange, at which the Com- 
mittee on International Peace submitted the preceding report, 
the following strong report was submitted by the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and unanimously adopted: 

Worthy Master, Members of the National Grange ; 

The Committee on Foreign Relations begs to call attention to the 
report of the Committee on Foreign Relations for last year. Many 
of the questions of interest to the Grange from the standpoint of for- 
eign relations were there ably presented and discussed. The status 
of some of these has, however, changed during the past year. Then 
the question of the revision of the tariff was something we were look^ 
ing forward to. To-day it is history and we may look at it and ask. 
Has the farmer received due consideration with the manufacturer? 
Have the preelection promises been kept, to make the tariff revision 
downward? It is hardly necessary to state that the Payne tariff does 
not wholly meet these requirements. All the country is aware of its 
defidencies. Therefore we urge the Legislative, Committee of the 
Grange that the interests of the farmer and the polides of the Grange 
along the lines of tariff revision as set down by the Grange in past 
years be presented to the Tariff Commission. 
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The question of ship subsidy has again become a live question of 
the day, for President Taft has recently announced himself in favor 
of such legislation and will urge it before the next Congress. It is 
unnecessary to state that such a measure would be against the inter- 
ests of the farmer, for this matter has been discussed time and again 
in the Grange. We suggest that the Legislative Committee be in- 
structed to be vigilant in this matter and protest against its passage. 

One of the questions presented last year was that steps be taken to 
increase the trade in foreign countries where it is weak. The action 
of the State Department in demanding equal rights for American 
capital in the $30,000,000 loan to China will without doubt increase 
the trade with China and give a dedded advantage to this country. 

It is doubtful whether the policy of the past and present adminis- 
trations of extensive naval expansion is really serving the best inter- 
ests of the country, and particularly that of the farmers. This policy 
of naval expansion has been made the subject of protest by many 
prominent men and women. They have issued a statement giving 
thirty reasons why the United States navy should not be increased. 
The following, which are some of the reasons, should appeal to mem- 
bers of the Grange : 

” Because we have fought foreign foes, English, Spanish, and Mex- 
ican, only six years in the 125 years since the Revolution. In every 
foreign war we made the first attack. With less danger from attack 
than any other nation, we are now spending more for past war and 
preparation for future war than any other nation in the world. 

** Because our three foreign wars since 1781, which lasted only 
six years, cost in life, all told, nothing comparable with our reckless 
slaughter by accidents every year in time of peace. The $60,000,000 
increase of the navy asked for last year, if spent in fighting disease, 
ignorance, waste, and wickedness at home, probably could save as 
much life and property as all our foreign and civil wars have cost 
In five years we have lost alone in fire, largely preventable, $1,200,- 
000,000. In four years we have killed, by accident, largely prevent- 
able, 80,000 more than were killed on both sides in the four years 
of Civil War. 

" Because we are already spending over sixty-five per cent of 
the nation’s revenue in payment for past war and in preparation 
for future war, and have but one third of our national revenue left 
for judicial and executive departments, coast guard, lighthouses^ 
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quarantine, customhouses, post offices, census, waterways, forestry, 
consular and diplomatic service, and all other constructive work. 

" Because our navy is already so large as to incite other nations 
to increase theirs. Our naval increase was quoted last year in the 
French Assembly as an argument for a French increase. This sense- 
less rivalry is driving certain would-be customers of ours towards 
bankruptcy. 

" Because by lowering excessive tariffs and thus promoting com- 
mercial fraternity we could do more for peace than through intimida- 
tion by armaments.” 

Considering these facts, we believe the Grange should urge a 
policy of greatly reducing the amount spent for naval expansion and 
favor the expenditure of a greater amount for the conservation of 
our agricultural resources. 

In this connection we wish to call attention to the closing recom- 
mendation of the committee for last year and urge that some action be 
taken by the Grange toward advancing the cause of universal peace. 

H. J. Patterson, Chairman 

F. P. Wolcott 

N. P. Hull 

D. C. Mullen 

Mrs. Mary A. Smith 

Mrs. Pauline S. Raine 


At the annual convention of the National Grange at Atlantic City^ 
November^ xgio^ the following resolution was adoj^ted: 

The National Grange, profoundly interested in the cause of inter- 
national fraternity and cooperation and in the commanding move- 
ment for its promotion which is the distinguishing mark and glory 
of our age, feels peculiar pride and satisfaction in the fact that it is 
in the field of agriculture that the work of international organization 
has achieved one of its broadest and most beneficent results. We 
rejoice that the International Institute of Agriculture, the conception 
and in great measure the creation of one of our American fellow 
citizens, and a member of our own order, has now won the confidence 
and support of almost all the great governments of the world, and 
become one of the chief servants of all agricultural peoples. Its 
.scientific investigations and invaluable publications promise to put a 
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stop at no distant day to all disastrous and demoralizing speculation 
in agricultural products. We urge our own government to that con- 
spicuous support of its activities which befits the greatest of agricul- 
tural nations; and we urge more generous and practical provision 
for the wide spread of its regular bulletins and various publications 
among the farmers of the United States. 

We recommend the appointment by the administration of the 
National Grange of a special committee to promote the interests of 
the International Institute in this country and to make its work of 
greater and more constant service to our people. 



If a thousandth part of what has been expended In war and pre- 
paring its mighty engines had been devoted to the development of 
reason and the diffusion of Christian principles, nothing would have 
been known for centuries past of its terrors, its sufferings, its im- 
poverishment, and its demoralization, but what was learned from 

history. HORACE MANN 

Were half the power that fills the world with terror. 

Were half the wealth bestowed on camps and courts. 

Given to redeem the human mind from error. 

There were no need of arsenals or forts. — longfellow 


The Eefiort of the United States Treasurer for the Fiscal 
Year ending June 30 y igog^ shows: 


Escpended for 

Amount 

Percentage 
of Total Ex- 
penditures 

Percentage 
of Income 

Army ....... 

$163,344,213 


27.0 

Nsay . 

116,315,524 

m 

19.3 

Army and Navy 

$279,659,737 

42.2 

46.3 

Past War (Pensions) 

161,710,367 

24.4 

26.8 

Total War Expenditures .... 

$441,370,104 

66.6 

73.1 

AU Civil Purposes 

220,954,338 

33.4 

36.6 

Total Expenditures 

$662,324,442 

100.0 

109.7 
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THE 

WORLD PEACE FOUNDATION 


FORMERLY KNOWN AS 
THE INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL OF PEACE 

Since the publication of my plan for an International School of 
Peace I have been frequently asked for an expression of my views 
regarding the most pressing problems in connection with the present 
war system, and the means which in my judgment are most practical 
and hopeful to bring about the peace and better order of the world. 
The present paper is an expression of some of my views upon these 
matters ; and I take occasion in it to speak briefly of our organization 
and some of its special aims and objects. ^ 

The name, after careful consideration, has been changed to The 
World Peace Foundation. The plan is similar to that of the ordinary 
college, calling for a board of trustees, a board of directors correspond- 
ing to the faculty, and an advisory council. The selection of these 
men meant a long and careful search. The efficiency of any move- 
ment depends largely upon the personal element. The best plans 
that can be made and the largest funds appropriated are worthless 
in the hands of incompetent people. 

For trustees we have secured able men, some occupying executive 
positions at the head of leading colleges, others prominent business 
men. They are President A, Lawrence Lowell of Harvard Univer- 
sity ; President W. H. P. Faunce of Brown University ; President 
Joseph Swain of Swarthmore College; Professor Samuel T. Dutton 
of Columbia University ; Miss Sarah Louise Arnold, dean of Sim- 
mons College ; Reverend Edward Cummings of Boston ; Honorable 
Samuel W. McCall of Winchester; Mr. George A. Plimpton of 
New York, of the firm of Ginn and Company, treasurer of Barnard 
College and trustee of Amherst College ; Mr. George W. Anderson 
of Boston, the well-known lawyer; Samuel B. Capen of Boston, a 
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prominent merchant and president of the American Board of Com- 
missioners for Foreign Missions ; and the founder of the institution, 
who has been elected president of the board. 

The first qualification in the men sought to serve as directors, who 
will be responsible very largely for the execution of the work, was a 
strong desire to devote themselves to the cause. The next was expe- 
rience in international affairs and the ability to labor successfully in 
this field. It is gratifying to be able to say that we have secured just 
the men we started out to find. They have not only accepted the 
call, but each has expressed a devotion to the cause as the one thing 
in the world which he has primarily at heart. 

The board of directors consists of President David Starr Jordan of 
Stanford University, who has been chosen chief director ; Edwin D. 
Mead, the secretary of the Foundation; James Brown Scott, long 
connected with the State Department, and managing editor of the 
Journal of International Law; Reverend Charles R. Brown, formerly 
of Oakland, California ; John R. Mott, who has met with such great 
success in organizing student bodies; James A. Macdonald of the 
Toronto Globe ; and Hamilton Holt of the Independent, All are men 
of marked individuality. That is the kind of talent necessary for any 
great work, and each will find himself helped by contact with every 
other. It is the merging together of these strong qualities that we 
are aiming at, rather than the domination of any single personality. 
We want the greatest individual freedom in thought and action con- 
sistent with a broad and all-round development of the work. It has 
been my aim to specify only the general outline of what we hope to 
accomplish, leaving to the officers who should be chosen the formula- 
tion of details. 

We have also been fortunate in securing a large and representative 
advisory council, as will be seen by the following list of names : 


Miss Jane Addams 
President Edwin E. Alderman 
Mrs. Fannie Fern Andrews 
President James B. Angell 
Judge Simeon E. Baldwin 


Honorable Richard Bartholdt 
Professor John C. Branner 
Professor Jean C. Bracq 
President S. P. Brooks 
Dr. Elmer E. Brown 
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President William L. Bryan (Indiana 
University) 

Honorable Theodore E. Burton 
President Nicholas Murray Butler 
Reverend Francis E. Clark 
Professor John B. Clark 
Reverend Samuel M. Crothers 
Reverend Charles F. Dole 
Professor Charles T. Fagnani 
Professor Frank F. Fetter 
President John Finley 
Honorable David J. Foster 
Honorable John W. Foster 
Honorable Eugene Hale 
Rabbi Emil G. Hirsch 
Professor Jesse Holmes 
Professor William I. Hull 
Reverend Charles E. Jefferson 
Reverend Jenkin Lloyd Jones 
President Harry Pratt Judson 
William Kent 
George W. Kirchwey 
Honorable Philander C. Knox 
Professor Edward H. Krehbiel 
Reverend Frederick Lynch 
Theodore Marburg 
S. S. McClure 
Mrs. Lucia Ames Mead 
Professor Adolph C. Miller 


President S. C. Mitchell 
Professor P. V. N. Myers 
Professor Bliss Perry 
H. C. Phaiips 

Honorable Jackson H. Ralston 
Professor Paul S. Reinsch 
President Rush Rhees 
Dean Henry Wade Rogers 
Dean W. P. Rogers 
Professor Elbert Russell 
President D Clarke Seelye 
Mrs. May Wright Sewall 
Albert K. Smiley 
Thorvald Solberg 
Honorable John H. Stiness 
Moorfleld Storey 
President Charles F. Thwing 
Professor Charles R. Van Hise 
Professor George E. Vincent 
President Ethelbert D. Warfield 
Dr. Booker T. Washington 
Plarris Weinstock 
Honorable Andrew D. White 
Thomas Raeburn White 
Professor George G. Wilson 
Rabbi Stephen S. Wise 
President Mary E. Woolley 
Stanley R. Yamall 


Our headquarters will require no costly building ; good accommo- 
dations already in existence can be rented at moderate expense. Our 
funds must be husbanded carefully for the efficient work of able men 
and women. We shall have no school buildings to erect ; these are 
already constructed. We shall not have to spend our money in church 
edifices ; these already exist. We shall not need to go to any expense 
in buildings for the press ; they have their own. We can also ma^ce 
use largely of various organizations and societies now in operation to 
help us cany out our plans. 

During the last ten years I have given much thought to the war 
system of the world. My efforts have been directed mainly to the 
active work that seemed to me necessary before any considerable 
change can be effected. Writers and speakers have said much about 
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the evils of this system, but have not given as much attention to 
the proper remedies that must be adopted to remove them. They 
have worked largely through conventions and publications, endeav- 
oring with their limited means to bring about a different state of 
things. We need to avail ourselves, with larger resources and better 
organization, of every avenue of education and influence in the 
great work. 

First among these is the schools. Here is our greatest opportunity 
for impressing upon the young minds — those who will soon under- 
take the responsibility of the world’s work — the true principles that 
should govern international affairs. It is not possible for us to in- 
struct the children in the innumerable classrooms of the world on 
this subject, but I hope we may be able to do much in arousing the 
interest of the teachers in the cause by addressing them in conven- 
tion and in other ways, so that eventually the children under their 
care wiU be reached. 

Our attention should be directed especially to the course of study 
in the schools, in order that we may improve conditions there. In 
times past, when fighting was the main business of the world, litera- 
ture consisted largely of the stories of conflicts, and much space and 
time were taken up by these descriptions in histories. Fortunately 
recent histories show a marked improvement in this respect, though 
there still remains too much that has a pernicious influence upon the 
child. Is it surprising that our children should receive the impression 
that war has contributed cardinally to the development of mankind, 
when so large a part of our histories and so much of the literature 
studied in our schools are devoted to the details of the batde field and 
so little to the more real things of life, — the things that are con- 
structively developing the nations ? We desire to have it made very 
plain to what extent civilization has been hindered by these misfor- 
tunes. The study of history should dwell largely upon the peaceful 
pursuits of life, — agriculture, trade, commerce, schools, science. 
These are the things to which the children should give their chief 
attention, and not the struggles between the nations. 
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Then there are the preachers, who come in contact with all classes 
and conditions of men, young and old, the world over. Here is a 
tremendous influence that should be taken into consideration. Our 
directors should meet these ministers in conventions and awaken their 
special interest in these matters, so that they will take up the work 
with their congregations. 

The press is a most powerful influence in this educational work, 
and the one that the world responds to most readily. Our directors 
will come in touch with its great leaders, personally and in conven- 
tion, and endeavor to impress upon them the kind of work the cause 
needs in the magazine and the daily journal. Editors should be urged 
to use the greatest care in the selection of material for their publica- 
tions, and to eliminate as far as possible such matter as would incite 
the people of one nation against another. Those who write for the 
newspapers should have a serious appreciation of their great responsi- 
bility. The press exercises a preeminent power over the destinies of 
mankind. Is it not desirable that we seek for bright young men who 
have an aptitude for this profession, and have them carefully educated 
to take up its duties ? In every other branch of educational work the 
teachers and directors serve a long apprenticeship, but here is one of 
the greatest powers in the world for which there is seldom special 
training required. It seems of the utmost importance that means 
should be provided for educating young men for this profession, — 
men of high moral tone, who could not be induced by any considera- 
tion to lend their influence to unworthy objects. All this is said, of 
course, with the fullest and most grateful appreciation of the thorough, 
conscientious, and effective work being done by so many of our 
newspapers. 

Another great body of men of highest influence are the merchants, 
the manufacturers, the bankers, and financiers of the world. They 
hold within their grasp the means for carrying on war, and we should 
see that they have the fullest information bearing upon this subject, in 
order that they should withhold their support from a system that is 
exercising such a baneful influence on the world. Our directors will 
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endeavor to meet these men in their conventions, as well as individu- 
ally, and urge them to shoulder their responsibility in this great cause. 

We must use every means in our power for the suppression of this 
great military evil. It will be a tremendous work, which only time 
and effort can accomplish. We shall continue to publish the best 
literature on the subject in our International Library and scatter it 
broadcast ; but earnest men and women who realize the evils of this 
war system must go into the field and exercise their personal influ- 
ence, — those who have implanted in them the divine spark, which 
will kindle a like spirit in others. 

It will take many millions of dollars to carry on this work success- 
fully, and the funds given by a few generous people will be wholly in- 
adequate. Moreover, it would not be well for the people to feel that 
this responsibility had been taken from their shoulders and that the 
work could be accomplished without their assistance. They must be 
made to realize that world-wide cooperation is necessary. A person 
is interested in that in which he has an investment, either in time or 
money, and it is this investment, this responsibility, that the friends 
of peace must take upon themselves if this problem is to be solved. 

One of our duties vnW be to dissipate the many illusions prevalent 
concerning the value of a great navy in securing the commerce of a 
nation. This has been powerfully discussed by Norman Angell in his 
new book, *‘The Great Illusion.” Among other facts he mentions 
the mercantile fleet of Norway, which is larger in proportion to the 
population than that of Great Britain ; even in the British colonies 
like Canada, England is losing a part of her trade to Swiss and 
Belgian merchants. Nor are these large armaments needed for the 
security and happiness of a small nation. For example, the 3 per cent 
bonds of Belgium are quoted at 96, while those of an all-powerful 
military nation like Germany are quoted at 82. Norway’s 3j^’s are 
quoted at 102, while Russia’s 3j^’s are quoted at 81. The same 
relative disproportion is true of the private individuals as of the 
nations. It is reported that in the small nations the individual lives, 
as a rule, much more comfortably than in the large one, for the 
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reason that his burdens of taxation are not as heavy on account of 
military expenses. 

The question of fortif 3 ung the Isthmian Canal is now before us and 
is likely to have a strong bearing upon international affairs. If we 
feel that it is necessary to fortify this canal in order to protect our- 
selves from encroachment, it will show to the whole world a distrust 
of others that they do not show toward us. Can we, one of the most 
powerful nations on the globe, afford to put ourselves in such a posi- 
tion ? It is not so much the fifteen or fifty million dollars that will 
be wasted in such fortifications, nor the expense of keeping them up, 
that I deprecate, as I do the showing in such a pronounced way our 
distrust of other nations. Would it not be well at this time to con- 
sider carefully the necessity for any fortification of the canal; to 
consider the security of its position, three to five thousand miles away 
from any force that could seriously menace it ; to consider the peace- 
ful relations existing between ourselves and others, and the very strong 
desire of all nations to maintain these relations, — the necessity, in 
fact, of retaining them for the self-interest of all ; and, in addition to 
this situation, to consider our natural advantages and power, and to 
consider also the general sentiment of the world in favor of unfortified 
highways of commerce, and the almost certain establishment at The 
Hague of a judicial court for settling the difficulties that may arise 
among the nations. Are not the risks of fortifying this canal ^luch 
greater to us and to the other nations than the risk of its destruction ? 

A fundamental duty with all peace workers to-day is to secure a 
reduction in the armaments of the world. It is a mistake for the 
advocates of peace to cry " Disarm 1 disarm ! ** without supplying a 
rational substitute for the present armaments ; for the people of the 
world have been running so many years along the present track that 
they will not give up what they feel is necessary for the safety of the 
nations until something else is put in its stead that will in their judg- 
ment accomplish the same end at less expense of blood and treasure, 

The economic conditions of the world must be studied in all their 
bearings. We should catalogue the amount of treasure that has been 
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spent and the number of human lives sacrificed in the past by this 
war system. We should set forth in forceful language the effect of 
these losses upon the development of the world. The cost in dollars 
and cents is the smallest loss. The human lives sacrificed are the 
main thing, — the bright young men in the strength of early man- 
hoody sent into camps to die there or on the battle field, or to be 
returned to their families after years of the corrupting influences of 
camp life. This loss to the world cannot be calculated. The human 
family needs its best blood for its future development. Research 
should be carried on along biological lines, as has already been so 
well begun by Dr. Jordan; and we should ascertain the effects of 
war from the nations that have been most warlike. 

Our cause has suffered greatly because we have not urged more 
forcefully the substitute for large armies that shall give the needed 
protection. Each nation has heretofore been looking for its own 
advancement without regard to the effect it may have upon others. 
The peace of the world is no longer a national problem. It cannot 
be solved selfishly and independently, but requires the cooperation of 
all nations. The world has advanced to such a stage that it is no 
longer possible for one nation to suffer without involving others in 
a similar loss. 

My idea is to bring constantly before the people the advantages of 
cooperation, adopting the policy of taking a portion of the present 
armaments, say lo per cent, and establishing an international army 
and navy. In taking such action we should avoid any discussion con- 
cerning the proportion that each nation should contribute to this 
international force. The advantages of such a readjustment are these: 
It will cost practically nothing, and by posting sections in the places 
where trouble is most likely to occur, , adequate protection will be 
secured. The establishment of this force would not interfere with 
the present military organization. That would go on as now, rela- 
tively as strong; so that each nation could safely enter upon this 
experiment, which might, and in my judgment probably would, result 
in the beginning of permanent disarmament. 
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The militaiy men and the peace men alike should cooperate in 
an arrangement having for its object the lessening of the burdens 
and dangers of all. If such an international force should be estab- 
lished in good faith and be allowed to continue for a period of 
ten years, I think the world would find it ample protection to each 
and every nation in aH its rights, both territorial and political. With 
this vast amount of property and of human life saved from de- 
struction and devoted to constructive work of every kind in devel- 
oping the resources of all nations, a different world would speedily 
result. When this small international force shall have proved its 
efficiency in establishing order and security for all the rights of the 
nations, the people will no longer be willing to bear these heavy 
burdens for the support of vast military establishments, and disarma- 
ment will follow as a natural result. We have a precedent for action 
in behalf of such a force in the Boxer difficulties, where the nations 
contributed each its quota to the military force necessary to relieve 
the legations. 

The establishment of an international power would be the natural 
beginning of a world congress, and the more complete development 
of the international court would follow. Until these three branches of 
international organization are perfected there will continue to be great 
loss of life and properly, which should be devoted to the natural, 
peaceful development of the human race. 

When these organizations are established the border lines between 
the nations will practically disappear except for local needs, and all 
the nations will be as free in the interchange of activities as are our 
different states. Already these boundary lines are vanishing, as will 
be seen by the various international organizations which are consider- 
ing the well-being of all without regard to nationality, such as the 
International Institute of Agriculture, the International Medical Asso- 
ciation against Warfare, the Permanent Committee of the International 
Congresses of Chambers of Commerce, the International Congresses 
of the Press, International Congresses of Science, the Red Cross 
Society, and scores of other organizations. 

[9l 



THE WORLD PEACE FOUNDATION 


The advantages coming from a closer intercourse among the nations 
cannot be overestimated. A few countries have done something in 
exchanging professors and in sending to one another representatives 
of churches, of boards of trade, and the like, but hardly a beginning 
has been made. A systematic effort should be made in every direction 
to bring people of like callings in the different nations into association 
with one another, in order that they may become better acquainted. 
The governments themselves should lend a hand to this fraternization. 
Even a small proportion of the amount now spent on military appro- 
priations would yield a much richer return in mere security and de- 
fense. It is simply because the nations do not know one another, 
because the seas are alive with battleships and the frontiers bristling 
with cannon, that they distrust one another. Why, they say, are these 
instruments of destruction frowning upon us if they are not to be used ? 
We do not intend to attick others, but are in constant fear of being 
attacked by them. Each nation trusts its own virtue and distrusts 
that of the others. Acquaintance of the different peoples will dissi- 
pate such fear, and there will no longer be need of these great arma- 
ments on land and sea. The whole world could go peaceably about 
its work without spending half of its revenue to support a system 
which is not only unnecessary, but a fearful burden upon the whole 
human race, and responsible very largely for the high cost of living, 
which bears proportionately heavier upon the poor man than upon the 
rich; he feels it in the necessities of life, — his food and clothing 
and housing. 

We must thoroughly understand the influences that we have to 
counteract. We have not weighed sufficiently the selfish instincts 
of man. Who can say how much he is prejudiced for or against any 
cause by private considerations ? If he is a military man, is it not 
perfectly natural that his training and experience in the army and 
navy should warp his judgment and make hirii feel that his services 
are preeminently necessary to the salvation of his country To whom 
do the governments go for advice in regard to the military equipment 
needed for their protection? They accept the statements of these 
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militaiy men, who, competent in one respect to judge of these mat 
ters, are sadly deficient in others. They have given their attention to 
the strategies and mechanical devices that will make their nation most 
powerful in war. They are not skilled in diplomacy. To study the 
delicate relations among governments in order to ascertain what force 
is necessary to preserve the peace, has not been in the line of their 
education. Is it safe or wise to proceed upon the theory that other 
nations are going to do their utmost to destroy us ? Is it not almost 
certain that the military men would very much overrate the force 
legitimately required by a nation to maintain its position ? Is not this 
pretty nearly legislation for a special class at the expense of all classes? 

Take again the men who are profiting by these two-thousand- 
million-dollar contracts yearly for forts, guns, and ships. Is it not 
perfectly natural that their own interests should affect their judgment, 
making them also feel that our present system is a necessity ? There 
are five million men constantly employed in military and naval service 
and twenty-five million men partially employed. These men are look- 
ing to the trade of war for their promotion ; and in all the capitals of 
the world there is a large force of these people looking after their in- 
terests in the various parliaments. Who can estimate the influence 
of such interests on the legislation of the world, and what are we 
doing to meet it ? We publish books and tracts and hold occasional 
peace congresses, have hitherto received small contributions from a 
few disinterested persons, and have relied upon this to compete with 
the enormous army of people interested in the continuance of the 
present war system. 

It is the consideration of such problems as those which I have 
thus briefly stated, which prompted me to establish our World Peace 
Foundation. Great as is the power of moral and intellectual forces, 
we have before us a task that few comprehend. It is for us not only 
to institute the measures necessaiy to curtail this awful waste of life 
and property, but to bring conviction to the masses that this question 
cannot be handled successfully by a few people. It is a work, a most 
difficult work, for the whole world. We must do our part towards 
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bringing the subject so forcefully before each and every one that all 
will feel that it is necessary to take a hand in it. We go about our 
vocations of every kind, giving 99 per cent of our time and money 
to them, with hardly a thought or a dollar to the greatest of all needs, 
and expect these terrible evils of war will be done away with, — that 
in some way the powers of the earth or the heavens will remove them. 
Great changes in the established order of things do not come about 
in this way. The All-Wise Power has no hands or voices but ours. 
He must work through His creatures, and if we fail to take up His 
commands, the work will have to wait. Latent feeling must be trans- 
formed into active work. The peace leaders have not impressed the 
people sufficiently with the idea that it is their work, and that it wiU 
never succeed with an indefinite and uncertain source of supply. 
We must place responsibility as broadly as possible upon the people 
and ask them to take a hand in this work, and contribute money and 
time to it. It is not enough for the minister in the pulpit to devote 
one Sunday in ttie year to a peace sermon ; or for the teacher in the 
school to give one day in the year to lessons on peace ; or the news- 
paper one editorial in the year ; or the men of business and finance 
to have a convention once a year to talk over these matters. 

It will be the aim of the workers in our Foundation to go into the 
field and impart to various circles their own enthusiasm and sense of 
responsibility. The people must be awakened to the necessity of taking 
a vital hand in this work. Especially must our young men be enlisted, 
— young men in colleges and elsewhere. The future success of the 
work depends largely upon the cooperation of vigorous young men 
who wish to devote their whole lives to carrying it forward, and who 
can inspire in others the same feeling, until every preacher, and every 
teacher, and every editor, and every important business man in the 
whole world is brought into active service for the cause. 

Edwin Ginn 

February 14, 1911 
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If a thousandth part of what has been expended in war and pre* 
paring its mighty engines had been devoted to the development of 
reason and the diffusion af Christian principles ^ nothing would have 
been known for centuries past of its terrors ^ its sufferings y its im- 
poverishment, and its demoralization, but what was learned from 
history. — Horace mann 

Were half the power that fills the world with terror. 

Were half the wealth bestowed on camps and courts. 

Given to redeem the human mind from error. 

There were no need of arsenals or forts. — longfellow 
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THE INTERNATIONAL DUTY OF THE UNITED 
STATES AND GREAT BRITAIN 

To those who are devoted to the cause of interna- 
tional progress, to the workers especially for fraternity 
and co-operation between England and the United 
States, there are few books in the library more 
pregnant than the two volumes which give the full 
reports of the two American Conferences on Interna- 
tional Arbitration which were held at Washington in 
April, 1896, and January, 1904. These two Confer- 
ences, separated by an interval of eight years, were 
memorable gatherings, marked by profound feeling 
and clear and commanding purpose. They were 
called at critical times, they were attended by note- 
worthy bodies of the ablest thinkers of the country, 
and they culminated in significant resolutions, which 
should not be forgotten, but which leaders of opinion 
in both the United States and Great Britain should 
keep constantly before their respective peoples until 
they are realized in treaty and law. It is a main pur- 
pose of the present paper to recall attention to these 
memorable but too largely forgotten chapters of his- 
tory, for the strong reinforcement which they furnish 
to the demand for a broader arbitration treaty between 
these two great nations at this time. 

Some serious menace is often necessary to rouse 
men and nations to seriousness. Such a menace 
came in the United States with the sudden crisis in the 
Venezuela situation, in December, 1895. The possi- 
bility of strained relations, to say nothing of war, 
between the United States and Great Britain was 
something that most good Americans had long ceased 
to dream of; and the amount of jingo sentiment 
which certain words in President Cleveland’s message 
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proved the occasion of calling into expression from 
selfish and reckless politicians at Washington and in 
many parts of the country was a shock. Thoughtful 
and earnest men everywhere realized the importance 
of such authoritative action as should make another 
such menacing situation impossible. In Chicago, Phila- 
delphia, New York, Boston, Washington, New Orleans, 
St. Paul, San Francisco and St. Louis, prominent and 
patriotic citizens came together and framed addresses 
to the people. The Chicago men said in their address, 
issued on the fifth of February, 1896: ‘‘Let the 
people of the United States make the coming birthday 
of George Washington even more glorious by inaugur- 
ating a movement for cementing all the English- 
speaking people of the world in peace and fraternal 
unity. Let the people of all cities and towns of the 
Union, at their meetings on that day, express their 
views, to be made known to both the President of the 
United States and the Queen of Great Britain, as to 
the establishment by the two Governments, by formal 
treaty, of arbitration as the method of concluding all 
differences which may fail of settlement by diplomacy 
between the two powers.'* The friends of arbitration 
in Philadelphia invited the men of other cities to join 
them in a convention at Philadelphia on Washington’s 
Birthday. “The object of this Conference,” they 
said, “is the advancement of the cause of interna- 
tional arbitration and especially, as a timely applica- 
tion of that principle, the creation of a permanent 
court of arbitration for the peaceful adjustment of 
difficulties which may arise between the United States 
and Great Britain. The time is evidently ripe for 
such a movement, in view of the recent crisis and of 
the strong popular expressions from leading English- 
men — including Mr. Gladstone, Lord Rosebery, the 
Bishop of Durham, Cardinal Vaughan and others — of 
friendship towards this country, and the desire to 
secure a settlement of future troubles between us by 
peaceful and reasonable methods, rather than by 
force. A frank and cordial response from our people 
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to these friendly overtures may at least pave the way 
for the establishment in practice of a great principle.” 

The Boston meeting resolved ^‘that the time has 
come when a complete system of arbitration between 
the two nations should be matured.” The citizens^ 
meetings elsewhere declared themselves in similar 
strain. ‘‘The cause of humanity and the cause of 
conscience demand that the English-speaking peoples 
should settle their international differences without 
resort to the abitrament of the sword.” 

The resolution adopted in New York embodied the 
following: “Whereas, The United States and Great 
Britain, akin in language, jurispudencOy legal methods 
and essential love of right, are already accustomed to 
arbitrate their disagreements, and have emphatically 
declared themselves in favor of such arbitration — Con- 
gress by the action of both Houses in 1890, and the 
House of Commons by its vote in 1893 — therefore, 
Resolved, That we earnestly desire such action by 
our National Legislature and the Executive, as shall 
make permanent provision for some wise method of 
arbitration between the two countries, it being our 
hope that such a step will ultimately lead to interna- 
tional arbitration throughout the civilized world.” 

The Philadelphia Conference was held on February 
22, in Independence Hall, with eminent men in at- 
tendance from every part of the country. A letter 
was read from President Cleveland ; and from the Anglo- 
American Arbitration Committee in London came the 
message: “Hearty greetings to our American kins- 
men who are celebrating Washington's Birthday. We 
join with you in doing honor to your national hero, by 
advocating fraternal union, through a permanent court 
of arbitration, for the peaceful and honorable adjust- 
ment of all differences arising in the English-speaking 
family.” This was signed by Bishop Westcott, Lord 
Playfair, Dean Farrar, Lady Henry Somerset, Mrs. 
Fawcett, Hugh Price Hughes, William R. Cremer, Dr. 
Clifford and Dr. Parker; and it was representative of 
many addresses sent to America at that time by the 
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leaders of English thought. On the preceding Christ- 
mas day an address from the men of letters in 
England — John Ruskin, John Morley, Walter Besant, 
William Watson, and a thousand more — to their 
brethren in America had been published in Lon- 
don, instinct with fraternity and high hope for the 
future achievements of the united Anglo-Saxon race. 
The resolutions adopted at Philadelphia declared: 

That the common sense and Christian conviction of 
America and England agree that the time has come to 
abolish war between these two nations which are really 
one people,” and urged both Governments to adopt a 
permanent system of judicial arbitration. The move- 
ment for an early general conference at Washington 
was earnestly supported ; and the call for this Wash- 
ington conference, signed by leading men of all the 
cities, was promptly issued. ‘*In confining the pres- 
ent movement to the promotion of arbitration be- 
tween the United States and Great Britain,” it was 
stated in the call, we are not unconcerned for the 
wider application of the principle involved. But, tak- 
ing into consideration the importance and the value of 
practical results, it has seemed wise to concentrate 
our immediate efforts upon the attainment of a per- 
manent system between the two great English-speaking 
peoples.” 

The Conference met at Washington on the afternoon 
of April 22, and continued until the evening of the 
next day. There were nearly 300 members, repre- 
senting thirty-six states and one territory. The 
president was Hon. George F. Edmunds; and among 
the speakers were Hon. John W. Foster, Carl 
Schurz, Edward Atkinson, James B. Angell, John 
Bassett Moore, Merrill E. Gates, Charles Dudley 
Warner, J. Randolph Tucker, Bishop Keane, Cardinal 
Gibbons, President Eliot of Harvard University, and 
President Patton of Princeton. *‘We come here,” 
said Mr. Edmunds, in his presidential address, ‘‘in 
order that we may deepen the channels and strengthen 
the mighty course of civilization, of religion and of 
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humanity, by doing what we may to aid our Govern- 
ment and, so far as influence and example will go, our 
kindred Government over the sea, to come to a foot- 
ing of practical arbitration that shall stand as the 
permanent means of peace between us, and finally 
between all nations.” He dwelt upon the pitiful 
spectacle, in a time of almost universal peace among 
civilized nations, of “more than two millions of men 
in the prime of their manhood and strength, capable of 
assisting in the progress of the world by all the labors 
and arts and inventions of civilization, kept constantly 
under arms, with more than a billion of money drawn 
annually from the toils and tears of the rest of man- 
kind to support them in idleness. ” He emphasized the 
necessity of a public opinion which should be **as 
constant and as persistent as the law of gravitation ” 
against this situation; and he prophesied that, with 
such a force of public opinion, the time would come 
within the lives of those present, when armies for 
aggressive purposes would be dissolved. 

Carl Schurz, in a comprehensive and eloquent ad- 
dress, called upon the United States for brave leader- 
ship in the arbitration movement. It was a natural 
leader, owing to its peculiar position and strength, 
safely aloof from the feuds of the Old World, with no 
dangerous neighbors threatening its borders, and no 
need of vast armaments on land and sea to maintain 
its peace or protect its integrity, 

“As an American citizen, I cannot contemplate this noble 
peace mission of my country without a thrill of pride ; and I must 
confess that it touches me like an attack upon the dignity of this 
Republic when I hear Americans repudiate that peace mission 
upon the ground of supposed interests of the United States, 
requiring for their protection or furtherance preparation for 
warlike action and the incitement of a fighting spirit among 
our people. To judge from the utterances of some men having 
the public ear, we are constantly threatened by the evil design 
of rival or secretly hostile powers that are eagerly watching 
every chance to humiliate us, to insult our flag, to balk our 
policies, to harass our commerce, putting us in imminent danger 
unless we stand with sword in hand in sleepless watch, and cover 
the seas with warships. What a poor idea those indulging in such 
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talk have of the true position of their country among the nations of 
the world!’ He showed by powerful argument the absurdity of the 
idea of any power wishing a serious quarrel with the United States. 
A war in our days is not a mere matter of military skill, but of ma- 
terial resources and staying power, and ours are substantially inex- 
haustible. Had Great Britain wished a quarrel with us, President 
Cleveland’s Venezuela message was a tempting opportunity; for its 
language might have been construed as a provocation, and every- 
body knew that we had but an insignificant navy and army and no 
coast defences. The public opinion of Europe was against us, too. 
But the action of the British government was sensible and friendly, 
and the American people had been given no reason “for giving up 
the inestimable blessing of not being burdened with large arma- 
ments, and for embarking upon a policy of warlike preparation and 
bellicose bluster!” Some otherwise honorable and sensible men 
have been found commending an occasional war to lift a people 
out of materialism and awaken the heroic spirit, “What a 
mocking delusion is this! Has not war always excited the spirit of 
reckless and unscrupulous speculation, always stimulated the dis- 
honest accumulation of riches on one side, while spreading want 
and misery on the other? And to die on the battlefield is not 
the highest achievement of heroism. To live for a good cause 
honestly, earnestly, usefully, laboriously, is at least as noble and 
heroic as to die for it, and usually far more difficult. I have seen 
war. I have seen it with its glories and its horrors; with its noble 
emotions and its bestialities; and I say to you, I feel my blood 
tingle with indignation when I hear the flippant talk of war as if it 
were only a holiday pastime or a mere athletic sport.” Mr. Schurz 
denounced as a wretched futility that so-called patriotism which 
does not realize our priceless privilege in being exempt from the 
oppressive burden of warlike preparations; which tauntingly asks 
other nations groaning under that load, “Why do you not disarm?” 
and then insists that the American people too shall put the incubus 
of a heavy armament on their backs, which would drag this Repub- 
lic down from its high championship of peace among nations and 
degrade it to the vulgar level of the bully ready for a fight. “We 
hear much,” he said, “of the necessity of an elaborate system of 
coast fortifications to protect our seaports from assault. I am con- 
fident that our strongest, most effective, most trustworthy and 
infinitely the cheapest coast defence will consist in Fort Justice, 
Fort Good Sense, Fort Self-respect, Fort Good Will, and, if inter- 
national differences really do arise, Fort Arbitration.” A permanent 
general court of arbitration to be composed of representative jurists 
of the principal states and to settle all international disputes that 
cannot be settled by ordinary diplomatic negotiations — in a word 
such a tribunal as that created three years later at the Hague — was, 
in Mr. Schurz’s judgment, the ideal to be aimed at ; and an Arbitra- 
tion treaty between the United States and Great Britain would be a 
great step in that direction. There were no questions which in their 
nature could not be submitted to arbitration. Similar doubts to 
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those which had been raised “had to be overcome at every step of 
the^ progress from the ancient wager of battle to the present organi- 
zation of courts of justice. As to so-called questions of honor, it w 
time for modem civilization to leave behind it those mediaeval 
notions, according to which personal honor found its best protection 
in the duelling pistol, and national honor could be vindicated only 
by slaughter and devastation. Moreover, was not the great Alabama 
case settled by arbitration, and does not this magnificent achieve- 
ment form one of the most glorious pages of the common history of 
America and England ? Truly the two nations that accomplished 
this need not be afraid of unadjustable questions of honor in the 
future.” 

I have quoted thus fully from Mr. Schurz’s note- 
worthy address, because in its noble sentiment and 
close reasoning it was representative of a dozen 
speeches from which I shall not quote at length. It 
is well for us also to listen once again to the solemn 
warnings and exhortations, more needed to-day even 
than in 1896, of our great German- American citizen, 
who being dead yet speaketh. 

Edward Atkinson gave a powerful address upon the 
Economics of War and Peace, and the greater neces- 
sities imposed by modern commerce for supplanting 
the war system of nations by a system of law and 
order; and he showed with what special force this is 
illustrated in the relations between England and the 
United States. “We are told that we must not deal 
with questions of national honor on the basis of dol- 
lars and cents. To which we reply, No, we will not. 
We may be trusted to defend the national honor, to 
maintain liberty, and to resist aggression as fully as 
the most blatant jingo who prates of national honor; 
but we will compute the cost of jingoism, of national 
dishonor, of aggression, wrong and violence, in dol- 
lars and cents, so that we may bring such men into 
contempt even by an appeal to the pockets of the 
people, if that be necessary.’* Another emphasized 
the noble record which Great Britain and the United 
States had already made in the movement to substi- 
tute arbitration for war, and the fact that the honor 
of nations has thus far sufficed to enforce all arbitral 
decisions, and is likely to prove always an adequate 
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sanction and authority. Permanent tribunals for the 
administration of law/* said another, are dear to the 
Anglo-Saxon race and consonant with the political in- 
stitutions of England and America, and will be found 
adapted to the settlement of international differences. 
The personality of a nation, like the personality of 
men, is fortified by bringing it under the sway of 
reason. Our proposal gives room for what Lincoln 
taught the world to respect — the sober second thought 
of the people. Instead of sudden and disastrous action 
upon the quick wave-impulses of passion, we propose 
a method for the calm, judicial consideration of the 
rights involved. If we are to welcome/* he continued, 
^‘and not to dread the inevitable on-coming into the 
arena of world politics of those distant races innumer- 
able in population, how important it is that we show 
them in advance that self-control, regard for justice, 
and reverence for law are as obligatory between 
nations as they are between persons.*’ The ultimate 
condition to be worked for was well defined by one 
as **a commonwealth of nations, constituted like a 
commonwealth of men, under a common law, admin- 
istered by recognized courts of justice and enforced 
by the unified authority of all. ** A great body of in- 
ternational rules has already emerged from centuries 
of debate. Great Britain and the United States agreed 
about those rules and should unite in leading the 
nations to express recognition of them as at least a 
nucleus of an international common law. The 
Supreme Court and Federal system of the United 
States blaze the pathway for international organiza- 
tion. Questions of boundary and the like between the 
states have been frequently decided conclusively by 
the Supreme Court, and submission to these judgments 
has always ensued. ‘‘ How suggestive are these peace- 
ful solutions of inter-state controversies in our Federal 
Union ! If forty-five states can thus agree to be bound, 
why not all nations? Why not Great Britain and the 
United States — peoples of the same blood, of like 
institutions and religion? *’ 
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To this peculiar relation and obligation of the two 
English-speaking peoples, President Patton especially 
addressed himself, specifying the tendencies which 
point hopefully in the direction which we desire. The 
thoughts of men were never turned so generally as 
now to the science of human society; there is going 
on in an increasing ratio a moralization of society; 
there is an ever increasing complexity of commercial 
relationship between the nations of the world; and 
there is an increasing democratization of governments 
among the peoples, ‘ ‘ Now tell me the nations in which 
these conditions are best realized. Are they not Great 
Britain and the United States? Are not these two 
nations those which best illustrate these four great 
conditions which we have laid down as essential to the 
realization of any scheme looking toward a peaceful 
settlement of international disputes? We do well, I 
think, to begin this new era of modern civilization by 
asking Great Britain and the United States to join 
hands in an effort to suppress war and to settle inter- 
national disputes through a court of arbitration. If 
these two nations would agree in this thing and would 
then join hands in aggressive efforts to spread the 
kingdom of righteousness and peace, they would to- 
gether control the moral forces of the world.*’ 

No one characterized more severely the crisis which 
had prompted the Conference than President Eliot. 
To thousands of sober-minded men in this and other 
countries, the Venezuela message of the President, 
the preceding papers of the Secretary of State which 
had since been made public, and the reckless talk of 
many men in Congress had been a surprise and a 
shock. During the last eight or ten years, indeed, we 
had heard from both political parties “the advocacy 
of a policy entirely new among us, absolutely repug- 
nant to all American diplomatic doctrines, imported 
straight from the aristocratic and military nations of 
Europe — ^the doctrine called jingoism — a detestable 
word for a detestable thing. It is the most abject 
copy conceivable of a pernicious foreign idea; and yet 



some of our public men endeavor to pass it off among 
our people as American patriotism. A more complete 
delusion, a falser representation, cannot be imagined. 
The whole history of the American people runs directly 
counter to this notion. Can anything be more offen- 
sive to the sober-minded, industrious, laborious classes 
of American society than this chip-on-the-shoulder 
attitude, this language of the ruffian and the bully ? 
He closed with an earnest plea for such an education 
in the schools of America as should counteract this 
grave new mischief. “We want to have the children 
of this country, the young men who are rising up into 
places of authority and influence, taught what the true 
American doctrine of peace has been, what the true 
reliance of a great, strong, free nation should be — not 
on the force of arms, but on the force of righteous- 
ness. It is not by force of arms that we can best 
commend to the peoples of the earth the blessings of 
liberty and self-government. It is by example — ^by 
giving persuasive example of happiness and prosperity 
arrived at through living in freedom and at peace. I 
trust that in all our public schools these principles may 
be taught as the true American doctrine on this sub- 
ject. It has been said here that we have been taught 
in our schools about the battles of the nation, but have 
not been taught about the arbitrations of our nation. 
Let us teach the children what is the rational, sober- 
minded, righteous mode of settling international diffi- 
culties. Let us teach them that war does not often 
settle disputes, while arbitration always does. Let us 
teach them that what is reasonable and righteous 
between man and man should be made reasonable and 
righteous between nation and nation. ” 

These utterances reflect the spirit of this great Con- 
ference. The resolutions in which the proceedings 
culminated set forth the general principles which con- 
demned war as a method for determining disputes be- 
tween nations, which expressed the peculiarities of the 
people of Great Britain and the United States and their 
peculiar duties, and declared “that, in the judgment 
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of this Conference, religion, humanity and justice 
as well as the material interests of civilized society, 
demand the immediate establishment between the 
United States and Great Britain of a permanent system 
of arbitration, and the earliest possible extension ot 
such a system to embrace all civilized nations;” and 
urged our government to a treaty with the British 
government providing for the widest practicable appli- 
cation of the method of arbitration to international 
controversies. 

Such was the memorable 1896 American Conference 
on International Arbitration. It is doubtful whether 
a more thoughtful or significant body of men ever met 
in conference in America. A list of the members and 
of the men in the committees formed in the various 
cities of the country in the interest of the conference 
would be a list of the leading and most representative 
citizens of the United States. The united and earnest 
voice of this great body was in behalf of a treaty 
between the governments of the United States and 
Great Britain referring to arbitration all differences 
arising between the two peoples which could not be 
settled by regular diplomatic negotiation. Both 
President Cleveland and Secretary Olney were deeply 
imbued with the justice and the practicability of the 
views advocated by the Conference; and the treaty 
signed at Washington, January ii, 1897, by Mr. Olney 
and Sir Julian Pauncefote, was precisely what the 
Conference resolution demanded. The National 
Arbitration Committee addressed a communication to 
a great number of the most intelligent and influential 
men, in every department of life, throughout the 
country, without reference to their supposed views on 
the subject of arbitration, asking their judgment of 
the treaty; and of 1002 replies, more than 930 
expressed their preference for the treaty unamended, 
and only 12 expressed themselves as actually opposed 
to arbitration. The unfortunate circumstances by 
which the treaty as amended failed by a few votes to 
secure the two-thirds of the Senate requisite for its 
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ratification are too well remembered. The vote was 
43 to 26 — 10 of these 26 votes representing sparsely 
settled western states with a combined population less 
than that of the city of Chicago. The expressions of 
public sentiment which followed were such as showed 
the overwhelming endorsement of the treaty by the 
intelligence and conscience of the American people. 

It was eight years before the second American Con- 
ference on International Arbitration met in Washing- 
ton, on January 12, 1904. In the interval much had 
happened. The Alaska boundary settlement had 
removed the most irritating and difBcult question 
pending between ourselves and Great Britain. The 
Irish-American opposition, which had proved so 
unfortunate in 1897, had been largely eliminated by 
the adjustment of one of the great contentions 
between England and Ireland. The result of the 
arbitration of the Venezuela dispute had put an end 
to the frictions and suspicions there. The Hague Con- 
ference had been held, and the International Tribunal 
established, providing the machinery necessary and 
favorable for international arbitration. Finally, on 
the 14th of October, 1903, a treaty had been signed by 
Great Britain and France, by which the parties agreed 
to submit to the Hague Tribunal all differences not 
affecting the vital interests nor the independence or 
honor of the two countries. The leaders of the peace 
and arbitration movement in this country felt that the 
United States must not longer postpone a new effort 
for an arbitration treaty with Great Britain ; and on 
December 4, 1903, the National Arbitration Committee 
issued its call for the meeting in Washington on Jan- 
uary 12. Not so large a gathering as that of 1896, this 
second Conference brought together nearly two hun- 
dred of the leading international men of the country, 
many of them the same men who had taken part in the 
earlier Conference; and letters of endorsement came 
from five hundred more, and from many commercial and 
other bodies. Representatives of commercial bodies 
took a more prominent part in the Conference than in 
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1896 ; and organized labor found expression through 
an eloquent speech by Samuel Gompers and a letter 
from John Mitchell. Significant of the noteworthy 
advance since 1896 was the presence and word of 
Jackson H. Ralston, who had been the American 
agent in the Pius Fund case, the first case presented 
to the Hague Tribunal and settled by it. Significant 
also was the participation of Thomas Barclay of 
England, who had exerted a strong influence upon the 
commercial bodies of both England and France in 
promoting the new arbitration treaty between those 
countries. More significant still was the address of 
Richard Bartholdt, announcing the organization in 
our own Congress that week of a group of the Inter- 
parliamentary Union, and the invitation to the Union 
to hold its annual convention that year in the United 
States. 

At a great mass meeting at the Lafayette Theatre 
in the afternoon, concluding the Conference, and ap- 
proving by unanimous and enthusiastic vote the resolu- 
tions of the Conference, the speakers were Cardinal 
Gibbons, General Miles, Rev. Edward Everett Hale, 
Rabbi Silverman, Hon. J. M. Dickinson, and Andrew 
Carnegie. More than once during the Conference had 
the practice in treaties of excepting questions of 
‘‘honor'' from arbitration found sharp condemnation. 
“What we have to do," said one, “is to build up a 
true sense of national honor. The only thing which 
constitutes national dishonor is the thing which in- 
volves national degradation; and if the true sense of 
honor be involved in a controversy, we who are the 
parties to such a controversy ought not to be ashamed 
to submit the question of honor to an international 
tribunal.” “It is upon this very class of questions," 
said another, “that nations ought to seek the interpo- 
sition of a sane third party; they are themselves 
probably least of all competent to pass judgment upon 
that point, and an impartial tribunal would enable 
them to get rid of the controversy." To this point 
Mr. Carnegie addressed himself in an eloquent passage 
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in his speech. ^*The most dishonored word in the 
English language,*' he said, ‘‘is honor. Fifty or sixty 
years ago honor would have required you to march as 
Hamilton did to meet Aaron Burr. To-day the gentle- 
man belonging to the race that speaks the English 
tongue would be degraded if he fought a duel. Honor 
has changed. No man can be dishonored except by 
himself. So with nations. As long as the republic 
herself acts honorably she remains stainless. Who 
abolished the duel? Our own English-speaking race. 
Let us now take the next step forward and abolish in- 
ternational duels ; let us have the nations' differences 
settled by the supreme court of humanity. " 

Perhaps the two most pregnant addresses of the day 
were those of Hon. John W. Foster, the president of 
the Conference, and Hon. George Gray, the chairman 
of the Committee on Resolutions. Mr. Foster dis- 
cussed the claim that national honor and territorial 
questions are subjects which a nation should not arbi- 
trate, from the standpoint of the actual history of 
Great Britain and the United States. By the treaties 
of 1794 and 1814 most important questions of territory 
and boundary between the two nations had been sub- 
mitted to arbitration. The treaty of 1871 created the 
most important arbitration tribunal ever held be- 
tween two nations, and the Alabama claims which it 
settled involved vital interests and national honor in 
the highest degree. “I need not enumerate," said 
Mr, Foster, “the remainder of the score and more of 
arbitration treaties which we have had with Great 
Britain to show that no question can in the future arise 
between the two nations which will more seriously in- 
volve the territorial integrity, the honor of the nation, 
its vital interests, or its independence, than those 
which have already been submitted to arbitration.” 

The words of Mr. Foster and other strong words 
spoken convinced the whole assembly that there was 
no good reason for such reservations as those made in 
the Anglo-French treaty; and the resolutions unan- 
imously adopted “ recommended to our government to 
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endeavor to enter into a treaty with Great Britain to 
submit to arbitration by the permanent court at The 
Hague, or, in default of such submission, by some 
tribunal specially constituted for the case, all differ- 
ences which they may fail to adjust by diplomatic 
negotiation/’ and to “enter into treaties to the same 
effect, as soon as practicable, with other powers. ” 

In reporting these brave and prophetic resolutions, 
Judge Gray, — himself, like Hon. Oscar S. Straus, one 
of his associates upon the committee, a member of the 
Hague Court, — appealed to the Conference and to 
the American people for the large view and resolute 
advance. “The fullness of the time has at length 
come when this great step forward in the civil- 
ization of the age should be taken and could betaken; 
and Great Britain and the United States are the two 
countries of all others that should be the example to 
the rest of the world in forwarding this great move- 
ment for the benefit of mankind.” 

During the year following this Washington Confer- 
ence of January, 1904, Secretary Hay negotiated 
arbitration treaties with Great Britain and several 
other nations, essentially upon the lines of the Anglo- 
French treaty. These treaties the Senate did not 
ratify; and it was not until 1908 that treaties of sub- 
stantially the same character, negotiated by Secretary 
Root with various nations, were ratified. Meantime 
it is to be feared that our people have for the most 
part forgotten these great Conferences of 1896 and 
1904, which brought together the most important 
bodies of our American international thinkers ever 
assembled, and gave the most important expression 
ever given to the best international sentiment of the 
country, gave that expression unanimously in both 
Conferences, and in both gave it to the same effect, — 
that all differences between the United States and 
Great Britain which fail of adjustment by diplomatic 
negotiations be referred to arbitration, and that pro- 
vision to the same effect be made as soon as possible 
with other nations. Our people cannot afford to 



forget this memorable action, endorsed by the leading 
citizens and organizations of every character through- 
out the country. Their failure to remember it and to 
follow it up earnestly and persistently is failure to re- 
member the warning closing words of Mr. Edmunds, 
the president of the first great Conference: ‘‘It is 
important to say that no great movement in the prog- 
ress of the world has been accomplished by temporary 
or spasmodic emotions and efforts. The triumph of 
truth, the triumph of education, the triumph of peace, 
so far as it has gone, have been attained only by per- 
sistent endeavor.’^ The two great Washington Con- 
ferences concerned themselves prmarily, the first 
Conference almost exclusively, with the relations of 
England and America; but it was with confidence 
that any broad policy adopted by these two great 
nations would quickly be adopted by other nations. 
The spirit and purpose were exactly defined by 
President Cleveland in his message to the Senate, 
submitting the Olney-Pauncefote treaty: 

‘Tt is eminently fitting as well as fortunate that the attempt to 
accomplish results so beneficent should be initiated by kindred 
peoples, speaking the same tongue and joined together by all the 
ties of common traditions and common aspirations. The experi- 
ment of substituting civilized methods for brute force as the 
means of settling international questions of right will thus be tried 
under the happiest auspices. Its success ought not to be doubtful, 
and the fact that its ultimate ensuing benefits are not likely to be 
limited to the two countries immediately concerned should cause it 
to be promoted all the more eagerly. The examples set and the 
lessons furnished by the successful operation of this treaty are sure 
to be felt and taken to heart sooner or later by other nations, 
and will thus mark the beginning of a new epoch in civilization.*' 

There is no need of multiplying general essays, as 
in the case with other nations, upon the natural and 
peculiar fraternity of England and America and the 
duty of keeping that fraternity strong and vital and 
cutting it to high use for the world^s good. The argu- 
ments, as Judge Gray said in submitting the resolu- 
tions to the 1904 Conference, are “ old and hackneyed 
— hackneyed, however, only in the sense that they are 
often repeated, because they often spring from the 
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heart to the lips.” The two Washington Conferences 
were themselves the natural outcome and expression 
of this sense of the peculiar bond between England 
and America. The men gathered on those great 
occasions were all believers in the universal scope and 
application of international arbitration ; but all felt the 
peculiar duty and advantage of beginning with Eng- 
land, and beginning in a great and prophetic way — 
agreeing to refer to arbitration every difference which 
might arise, not settled by diplomacy, with bo anxious 
or jealous reservations of territorial questions, or 
questions of “honor” and “vital interest.” No in- 
terest would ever be so vital, no honor so great, as the 
appeal to reason and to law rather than to force and 
pride. 

Those prophetic and memorable resolutions have 
not been realized; and there is to-day no other 
obligation so great upon the United States and Great 
Britain, if this peculiar fraternity which we are elo- 
quent about is a vital thing, as to realize them, for our 
own good and the world’s good. The failure and 
fault are not Great Britain’s, but our own. Mr. Car- 
negie was entirely right in saying in his address at the 
1904 Conference: “Great Britain longs for such a 
treaty as we propose to offer here.” This, indeed, 
she had proved by her acceptance of the Olney- 
Pauncefote treaty in 1897. It is for us to go as far as 
she stands ready to go and fulfill the purpose of the 
vast majority of the Congress and people of the United 
States in 1897 and the unanimous declarations of our 
two great Washington Conferences. 

It was rightly said at the last of these Conferences, 
both by Mr. Foster and Judge Gray, that the fulness 
of time had come for this great step forward; and the 
course of events in the five years since 1904 has made 
this the paramount demand to-day in the international 
movement. The advance of that movement in the 
last ten years has been something almost unparalleled 
in human history. The leaders of the movement are 
sometimes reproached with being dreamers. The only 
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trouble with them in the last ten years has been that 
they have not been able to dream daringly enough and 
fast enough to keep up with the events. If we had 
been told ten years ago that the world would see to- 
day an International Arbitration Tribunal, for almost 
the whole decade in successful operation, that it 
would see a regular International Court of Justice 
definitely provided for, that it would see a regularly 
meeting International Parliament or Congress of the 
Nations practically assured, and almost a hundred 
arbitration treaties between different nations already 
concluded, to say nothing of other achievements of 
the highest moment, the most hopeful and confident 
of us would not have believed it. 

But there has been one trouble with these arbitra- 
tion treaties, almost all of them. It is precisely the 
thing perceived and unanimously condemned by the 
sagacious and prophetic men of the two great Wash- 
ington Conferences. The finical and foolish reserva- 
tions in them about “ vital interests ” and questions 
of “honor” and the rest prove maelstroms mighty 
enough to engulf any number of ships, — oceans rather 
big enough to float any number of battleships for 
which the pride and ambition of any selfish and sus- 
picious people choose to pay, regardless of the clear 
logic and the moral imperative of the Hague conven- 
tions. The logic of those conventions, it cannot be 
too often repeated, clearly prescribes the steady 
decrease of the machinery of the nations for the 
arbitrament of their differences by war commensurate 
with the present gradual and already so great increase 
of the machinery for their arbitrament by law. This 
is so manifest that only obvious and serious new 
dangers could excuse nations parties to the Hague 
conventions from the limitation and then mutual re- 
duction of their armaments. Yet the immense less- 
ening^ of danger and the immense strengthening of 
security to almost every nation in these years has been 
accompanied in almost every one by an immense in- 
crease instead of decrease of armaments. It seems a 
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paradox, and would be if this were entirely a world of 
rational and earnest men. But this is a world in 
which pride and ambition, self-seeking and adventur- 
ism make up a very large part of the compound. All 
manner of false patriotism, base politics, professional 
vanity, commercial greed and vested interests are 
bound up with the present showy and costly system 
of naval armaments especially; and every excuse and 
argument that can be used to prolong its life will be 
magnified and made the most of. 

Now the territorial reservations and vital interest’^ 
and “ honor ” reservations in the arbitration treaties 
give the ambitious big navy men in England and 
America and everywhere else just what they want. 
“The Hague tribunal is very well, but no nation is 
obliged to have recourse to it unless it obliges itself 
by arbitration treaty. The multiplying treaties of 
obligatory arbitration are all very well, but they make 
reservations of ^ vital interests ' and the rest, and it 
is for every nation to determine for itself in every 
case what its vital interests are. Hence the need for 
battleships remains just where it was before; and let 
us have more and more of them!'' Their favorite 
contention that, the bigger and more numerous the 
battleships, the better the conditions for peace 
between two rival nations, finds rather confounding 
recent commentary in the Anglo-German rivalry, each 
added Dreadnought proving not a new bond or pledge 
of peace, but a new provocation and danger rather. 
But our big navy philosophers are not hunting for 
commentaries, but for appropriations. 

The talk of these men, be it conceded, is largely 
hypocrisy; but that makes little practical difference. 
The governments in the main are serious, honest, 
faithful and peaceful, sure to construe their treaty 
obligations in a broad and honorable, not in a tech- 
nical and petty way; and so far has the sense of inter- 
national obligation now advanced, that any important 
conflict of interests arising between any two of the 
really important nations is practically certain of 
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adjustment, where specific provision for adjustment 
does not exist, by means mutually agreed upon in the 
exigency. The theory that this is still a world in 
which mere wantonness controls any great nation is a 
theory to be dismissed to the limbo of things which 
are no longer even ‘‘respectable nonsense. 

But when all this is said, the actual circumstances, 
the prevalent arguments and their pernicious influence 
make it incumbent upon the nations, and especially 
incumbent upon the United States and Great Britain 
as leaders in the arbitration movement, to take deci- 
sive steps to remove the present mischief and firmly 
secure the advance of the last ten years. To develop 
our international law and courts, and still go on piling 
up our costly and menacing war machinery, as if the 
courts had not been called into existence to supplant 
the armies and the navies, is to accuse ourselves either 
of infidelity or gross incompetence. 

Among the many arbitration treaties which have 
followed the Anglo-French treaty of 1903, with its un- 
fortunate reservations, and mainly been based upon 
that treaty, three are nobly conspicuous as waiving all 
reservations and referring to arbitration every differ- 
ence whatever not settled by diplomatic negotiation. 
These are the treaties concluded by Denmark with the 
Netherlands, Italy and Portugal. As far back as 1883 
the Swiss Federal Council adopted the project of such 
a treaty between the United States and Switzerland; 
but — ^why I know not — our government failed to ap- 
prove it, A noteworthy and salutary provision of the 
treaty between Sweden and Norway is that for sub- 
mission to the decision of the Hague Tribunal the 
question of “honor*' itself, in any case where it might 
be claimed that that point was involved. The integrity 
of national territory in any possible conflict received 
a notable new guarantee from the Berlin and St. Peters- 
burg treaties of last year, affecting all the nations 
bordering on the North and Baltic Seas. There is 
little doubt that the United States could if it chose 
conclude arbitration treaties as comprehensive as the 



three Danish treaties, with Brazil, whose constitution 
contains provisions concerning war so enlightened and 
advanced, and with other South American republics; 
and in this present auspicious period of Pan-American 
fraternity, a movement to this end should be inaugur- 
ated. It would mean much for this hemisphere. But 
much more for the world and the advance of interna- 
tional organization would mean the adoption by the 
United States and Great Britain of such a treaty, for 
which Great Britain in 1897 was ready, and which in 
the two great Washington Conferences was endorsed 
and demanded by the collective international senti- 
ment of America. 

So clear has it become that the adequate broaden- 
ing of the scope of arbitration treaties is the impera- 
tive next step in the movement for international 
justice, that the International Peace Bureau at Berne 
has sent out a circular letter to all its members in the 
various countries urging concerted effort the present 
year, the tenth anniversary of the first Hague Con- 
ference, in behalf of treaties between all nations of 
the same form as the Denmark-Netherlands treaty. 
It is a wise and timely prompting. What nations can 
act upon it so easily and with such powerful effect as 
Great Britain and the United States ? There exists for 
these nations one other transcendent opportunity and 
obligation. The Second Hague Conference adopted a 
plan for the establishment of a Court of Arbitral Justice, 
leaving to the nations the adjustment by mutual nego- 
tiation of the method of selecting the judges. Any two 
or more nations may unite to inaugurate such a court, 
leaving others to join at will. Secretary Root has had 
this great step peculiarly at heart. It is a step of cardi- 
nal moment. Why will not the United States and Great 
Britain take It together? Let them ask Germany to 
unite with them in it. These three chief of nations are 
now unhappily, in their unworthy naval excesses, chief 
disturbers of the world's tranquillity and confidence. 
Let them rise together to a nobler r61e through union 
for the advance of international justice and reason 
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The Bishop of Hereford, the most eminent English 
delegate to the International Peace Congress in Boston 
in 1904, has been saying in speeches in England since 
that the United States is itself the greatest peace 
society in the world, because it applies over a greater 
area and with greater power than anywhere else in 
the world the three great principles of federation, 
inter-state free trade, and an inter-state court, whose 
beneficent operations are all that we need to extend 
to international affairs to get precisely the organized 
world that we want. Let not the United States stand 
behind England in readiness to take the next impera- 
tive step demanded of the great peace powers. 
Immanuel Kant, in his immortal essay on “ Eternal 
Peace,” published just as this republic was born, 
identified the progress of disarmament and interna- 
tional peace with the progress of national self-govern- 
ment. Some powerful and enlightened republic, he 
said, making perpetual peace its policy, would furnish 
a centre of federative union for other states to attach 
themselves to; and such a union would extend wider 
and wider, securing coincidently the conditions of 
liberty and of international justice among all states. 
Let the two great republics of the United States and 
Great Britain unite to fulfil the great prophecy. When 
Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman declared his highest 
ambition for England to be that she might place her- 
self at the head of a movement to unite the leading 
world powers in a League of Peace, he was helping 
England do her part to fulfil it. 

It was no accident by which Washington and Frank- 
lin and Jefferson, the illustrious founders of the 
American republic, were the conspicuous apostles in 
their time of a new era in which the world's hoary old 
war system should give way to the universal rule of 
reason and justice among nations. A hundred years 
before, the most prophetic and philosophic among 
all the founders of the early American commonwealths, 
the English- American, William Penn, had in England, 
in his ‘‘Plan for the Permanent Peace of Europe,” 
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published the first comprehensive and at the same 
time disinterested scheme in history for the federation 
of the nations. The last official act of Franklin in 
Europe, in 1 7S5, was to sign in behalf of the new United 
States a treaty with Prussia guaranteeing the inviola* 
bility of the ocean commerce of the two nations :n 
case of war between them. This provision was praised 
as warmly by Lord Shelburne in England as by George 
Washington in America; and England, which has held 
back too long from the position to which we are proud 
to say the United States has been faithful from Frank- 
lin’s time to ours, will surely unite with us at the next 
Hague Conference in demanding the banishment of 
the most barbarous remaining usage in war. England 
and the United States, in removing all the garrisons 
and squadrons from the Canadian line and the Great 
Lakes ninety years ago, and leaving a frontier as un- 
guarded as that between New York and Pennsylvania, 
the one frontier in the world upon which during the 
century perfect peace and order have prevailed, have 
united in first teaching the world on a large scale that 
nations are never so safe as when they act like gentle- 
men, and in thus pointing the way to disarmament. 
England and America have led the world in interna- 
tional arbitration. No other nations have submitted 
so many cases to arbitration; and in thus submitting 
the momentous ^‘Alabama ” claims, with almost every 
question of ‘‘ vital interest ” and “ honor ” rolled into 
a single case, they demonstrated once for all that 
there can be no conflict of interests so serious that it 
is not better settled in court than on the battle-field. 
Gladstone expressed the common sense and the true 
dignity of both nations alike when he said in the House 
of Commons in 1880, concerning the Geneva award: 
“Although I may think the sentence was harsh in its 
extent and unjust in its basis, I regard the fine imposed 
on this country as dust in the balance compared with 
the moral value of the example set when these two 
great nations of England and America, which are the 
most fiery and the most jealous in the world with 
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regard to anything that touches national honor, went 
in peace and concord before a judicial tribunal rather 
than resort to the arbitrament of the sword." No 
other two nations did so much for the establishment 
of the International Tribunal, at the first Hague Con- 
ference, as Great Britain and the United States. If 
the noble arbitration treaty of 1897, with which Lord 
Pauncefote’s name was identified, failed of ratification, 
his name will ever be identified with the more memor- 
able international act of 1899 ; and no one cooperated 
with him more earnestly or influentially at The Hague 
than Andrew D. White. At the second Hague Con- 
ference, England and the United States were the chief 
champions of the cause of the limitation of armaments, 
to-day’s paramount international issue ; and together 
they will continue to champion it until it. triumphs. 
“If the present effort fails," said Secretary Root on 
the eve of the Conference, “one more step will have 
been taken toward ultimate success. Long-continued 
and persistent effort is always necessary to bring man- 
kind into conformity with great ideals ; and a good fight 
bravely lost for a sound principle isalways a victory." 

Englishmen must never forget, as some of them some- 
times seem tempted to do, that the United States is no 
longer simply New England, but also New Germany, 
New Ireland, New Italy, New France, New Russia, New 
Jerusalem, Millions of Germans, of Scandinavians, 
of men of every race and tradition, hold leading 
place in a score of our states and great cities. “ En- 
tangling alliances," so wisely condemned by Washing- 
ton in his Farewell Address, are still more impossible 
for the United States to-day, with Great Britain or 
any other nation. But the great body of the American 
people do not forget their peculiar relation to England, 
in history, race and institutions, nor the peculiar op- 
portunity which that relation creates for cooperation 
in behalf of international, ^fraternity and the world’s 
advance. 

It was in the United States and England that the 
peace movement, as a definite and organized move-- 
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ment, was born. The chairman of the permanent 
National Arbitration Committee created by the Wash- 
ington Conference of 1896 was Hon. William E. 
Dodge. The New York meeting preliminary to that 
Conference had been held in his house; and he and 
the chairman of the Washington committee, both of 
whom died before the second Conference, were re- 
ferred to in the report of that Conference as “the 
two citizens of the United States most prominent in 
the advocacy of international arbitration." It was 
David Low Dodge, the grandfather of William E. 
Dodge, who, in August, 1815, founded the New York 
Peace Society, the first Peace Society in the world. 
The Massachusetts Peace Society was founded by 
Worcester and Channing at Christmas the same year; 
and the next year the English Peace Society was 
founded — the first in Europe. From these American 
and English cradles the movement grew. Interna- 
tional Peace Congresses were first proposed at a meet- 
ing of members of the American Peace Society in 
Boston, by Joseph Sturge of England. The first 
Congress was held in London in 1843 ; and the chief 
inspirers and organizers of the great Congresses which 
followed in Europe in the next few years were the 
American Elihu Burritt and the English Henry 
Richard. Of all the International Congresses which 
have followed, the largest was that in Boston in 1904, 
opened with the notable address by Secretary Hay ; 
while the London Congress of last summer evoked the 
highest official recognition in the history of the move- 
ment, the King and Queen receiving a delegation from 
the Congress, and the Prime Minister giving the chief 
address at the banquet given by the Government 
itself. Never before were so many Americans present 
at a Peace Congress in Europe as at this London 
Congress ; and never was there stronger united reso- 
lution that the cardinal international demands of the 
time — for the reduction of armaments, the inviolability 
of commerce, the use of the public money to promote 
peace, and the arbitration of every dispute between 
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nations not settled by diplomacy — ^should be speedily 
fulfilled. 

It is for the United States to coSperate with Great 
Britain to ensure the last — and all else will follow. 
Upon the relations of the two countries themselves 
there is not a cloud. The clouds which once were 
there rose from false history and false education. 
President Eliot did not insist too warmly in Washington 
upon peace teaching iri the schools. For a century 
our boys and girls were fed on such accounts of the 
American Revolution, in their school-books, as made 
them all haters of the very British name. Now they 
know well that in 1775, as in 1861 and always, there 
were two Englands, and that the best England — the 
England of Chatham, Burke and Fox, of Barre, 
Grafton and Conway — was all with us in our great 
struggle. Trevelyan tells the story of the struggle, 
at once England’s struggle and ours, better than we 
have yet told it for ourselves. Samuel Plimsoll, by 
his citations to us a dozen years ago from a score of 
the best known and most popular English text-books, 
showed us that the boys and girls in the English 
schools get as plain teaching as our own about George 
the Third and Lord North, and that Washington and 
Franklin are their heroes, too; and Freeman, in 
Chicago, on Washington’s birthday, makes his subject 
“George Washington, the Expander of England,” — 
expander of England because he enforced on England 
in a way taken to heart the costly but imperative les- 
son as to the necessity of just and generous dealing 
with her colonies in order to the growth and the very 
integrity of her empire. Our students inform them- 
selves about our own American Commonwealth from 
the pages of Mr. Bryce, as we think English students 
will inform themselves about their own from the pages 
of Mr. Lowell. The long and inevitable period of 
irritation and alienation between the two great English- 
speaking peoples has forever passed, and the time fore- 
told by Whittier has come, — 
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“When closer strand shall lean to strand. 
Till meet, beneath saluting flags, 

The eagle of our mountain-crags, 
The lion of our Motherland!” 


It means — ^and it is to hasten the efflciency and influ- 
ence of it that Britain and America are called — a new 
age for Teutondom, for Christendom, for mankind, — 

‘ ‘ The golden age of brotherhood 
Unknown to other rivalries 
Than of the mild humanities, 

And gracious interchange of good.’ 


We celebrate this year the centenary of the birth 
of Tennyson, who gave to the great cause of the 
“federation of the world” and “universal law” its 
dearest and noblest verse. Just as its prophecy of 
“the parliament of man ” finds its fulfilment at The 
Hague, we have celebrated the tercentenary of the 
birth of Milton. It was Tennyson who gave to Milton 
his noblest title, the “God-given organ-voice of 
England.” “What can war but endless war still 
breed?” was the question of the “organ-voice” to 
the “war-drum’s throb” of the seventeenth century, 
as it is still to ours. But the voice proclaims: 
“Peace hath her victories no less renowned than 
war,” with a fulness and assurance to-day impossible 
then; for the intervening years have been crowded 
with victories, none of them so renowned as those of 
the last decade. The “ war-drum’s throb ” is being 
drowned by “the organ- voice ” ; and the final and 
decisive victory is near. It is for the men who speak 
Milton’s speech and think Milton’s thoughts to unite 
in such action to-day as shall ensure the victory 
to-morrow 
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The preceding paper upon the International Duty of the 
United States and Great Britain was written in 1909. At the 
present time its demand and prophecy seem on the eve of 
fulfillment. 

President Taft, in an address at Washington before the Ameri- 
can Society for the Judicial Settlement of International Disputes, 
on December 17, 1910, said: "If we can negotiate and put 
through a positive agreement with some great nation to abide by 
the adjudication of an international arbitral court in every issue 
which cannot be settled by negotiation, no matter what it in- 
volves, whether honor, territory, or money, we shall have made 
a long step forward by demonstrating that it is possible for two 
nations, at least, to establish as between them the same system 
of due process of law that exists between individuals under a 
government.” 

Sir Edward Grey, the British Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
commenting upon this declaration in a speech in Parliament, on 
March 13, 191 1, spoke as follows : " Such a statement ought not 
to go without response. We should be delighted to have such 
a proposal made to us. We should feel that it was something 
so momentous and so far-reaching in its possible consequences 
that it would require not only the signature of both Governments, 
but the deliberate and decided sanction of Parliament. That, I 
believe, would be given.” 

The declarations of President Taft and Sir Edward Grey have 
awakened universal and most impressive acclaim not only in the 
United States and Great Britain but in all circles devoted to inter- 
national progress throughout the world. In accordance with the 
spirit of these declarations, the Governments of the United States 
and Great Britmn are now negotiating a treaty along precisely 
the lines indicated by President Taft, pledging reference to an 
international court of every difference whatever arising between 
the two nations not settled by regular diplomatic negotiation. 
The ratification of this treaty would make any war between the 
United States and Great Britain henceforth practically impossible. 
We are assured that France would gladly enter into similar 
agreement with us and with Great Britain. Other nations would 
certainly follow; and the ratification of the treaty would thus 
open a new era for mankind. It is for the American and Eng- 
lish people to see to it that this does not fail. 

1911 EDWIN D. MEAD 
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ARBITRATION TREATIES BETWEEN 
COUNTRIES 

Corrected to June igiz 

[The foUowing chronological list of arbitration treaties include only bij^utite treaties, 
conventions, or agreeznents, no effort being Tnarf^ to distingr^iisb between 
technically different in respect to name.] 

1895 

Guatemala — Honduras. Signed at Guatemala City, March lo; 
ratifications exchanged at Guatemala, January 20, 1896; see Arti- 
cles II~V of treaty for arbitration provisions. 

Brazil — Chile. Signed at Rio de Janeiro, May 18^; ratifications 
exchanged at Santiago, Chile, March 7, 1906 ; promulgated March 7, 
1906, by Chile ; effective ten years. 

1899 

Argentina — Uruguay. Signed at Buenos Aires, July 8 ; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Buenos Aires, January 18, 1902 ; additional proto- 
col signed December 21, 1901 ; effective ten years. 

Argentina — Paraguay. Signed at Asuncidn, November 6 ; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at Asuncidn, June 5, 1902; additional protocol 
signed January 25, 1902; effective ten years. 

1901 

Bolivia — Peru. Signed at La Paz, November 21; ratifications 
exchanged at La Paz, December 29, 1903 ; effective ten years. 

1902 

Mexico — Spain. Signed at Mexico City, January ii; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at La Paz, July 18 ; effective ten years. 

Spain — Uruguay. Signed at Mexico City, January 28; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Montevideo, July 18; effective ten years. 

Salvador — Spain. Signed at Mexico City, January 28; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Guatemala Qty, July 18 ; effective ten years. 

San Domingo — Spain. Signed at Mexico City, January 28 ; rati- 
fications exchanged at San Domingo, July 18 ; effective ten years. 

Argentina — Spain. Signed January 28 ; ratifications exchanged 
July 18; effective ten years. 

Paraguay — Spain. Signed January 28. 

1 Given as 1895 by Bulletin of Pan-American Union; elsewhere, as 1899. 
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Argentiiia — Bolivia. Signed at Buenos Aires, February 3 ; rati- 
fications exchanged at Buenos Aires, January 27, 1903; additional 
protocol signed July 19, 1902 ; effective ten years. 

Colombia — Spain. Signed February 17; ratifications exchanged 
at Bogotd, July 18, 1903 ; effective ten years. 

Bolivia — Spain. Signed at Mexico City, February 17; ratifica- 
tions exchanged October 10, 1903 ; effective twelve years. 

Guatemala — Spain. Signed at Mexico City, February 28 ; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at Gautemala City, July iS ; effective ten years. 

Mexico — Persia. Signed May 14. 

Argentina — Chile. Signed at Santiago, May 28; ratifications 
exchanged at Santiago, September 22; preliminary act and addi- 
tional explication signed May 28 and July 10, 1902; effective 
ten years. 

1903 

France — Great Britain. Signed at London, October 14 ; ratifica- 
tions exchanged March 10, 1904; published in Journal Officid^ 
March 10, 1904; effective five years; renewed October 14, 1908, by 
exchange of notes. 

Germany — Venezuela. Signed May 7. 

Paraguay — Peru. Signed May 18, 

France — Italy. Signed at Paris, December 25 ; ratifications ex- 
changed March 7-26, 1904 ; published in Journal Officid^ March 30, 
1904 ; effective five years ; renewed December 24, 1908, by exchange 
of notes. 

Cuba — Italy. Signed at Havana, December 29 ; ratifications ex- 
changed at Havana, December 2, 1904; effective ten years; auto- 
matically renewed if not denounced ; is treaty of peace, commerce, 
navigations, emigration, and arbitration (Article XXVII), 

1904 

Great Britain — Italy. Signed at Rome, February i ; ratifications 
exchanged ; effective five years; renewed at London, 

January 4, 1909. 

Denmark — Hetherlands. Signed at Copenhagen, February 12; 
ratifications exchanged at The Hague, March 8, 1906; ratified by 
Denmark, February 6, 1906, and by Norway, March 8, 1906. 

France — Spain. Signed at Paris, February 26; ratifications ex- 
changed at Paris, March 7-April 20 ; published in Journal Offidel^ 
May 2, 1904; effective five years ; renewed February 3, 1909. 
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Great Britain — Spain. Signed at London, February 27; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at London, March 16 ; ratified by , March 7 ; 

effective five years; renewed at London, January ii, 1909. 

France — Netherlands. Signed at Paris, April 6 ; ratifications ex- 
changed at Paris, July 5, 1905 ; effective five years ; renewed Decem- 
ber 29, 1909, Netherlands law ratifying renewal, May 23, 1910; 
published Journal Officiel^ J^ly 12, 1905; French decree approv- 
ing convention for renewal issued July 26, 1910; ratifications of 
renewing convention exchanged at Paris, July 5, 1910. 

Portugal — Spain. Signed at Lisbon, May 31 ; ratifications ex- 
changed at Lisbon, February 27, 1909; approved by Portugal, 
August 18, 1908; effective five years. 

France — Norway. Signed at Paris, J uly 9 ; ratifications exchanged 
November 9 ; published in Jour^ial Officiel^ November 16, 1904; ef- 
fective five years ; renewed November 5, 1909, by exchange of notes. 

France — Sweden. Signed at Paris, July 9 ; ratifications exchanged 
November 9 ; published vsx Journal Official^ November 16, 1904; 
effective five years; renewed by exchange of notes, at Paris, 
November 5, 1909. 

Germany — Great Britain. Signed at London, July 12; ratifica- 
tions exchanged ; effective five years; renewed at London 

by exchange of notes for a further period of four years, June 7-9, 
1909 ; effective till July 12, 1914. 

Great Britain — Norway. Signed at London, August ii ; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at London, November 9; effective five years; 
renewed by convention at London for a further period of five years, 
November 9, 1909. 

Great Britain — Sweden. Signed at London, August 1 1 ; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at London, November 9 ; effective five years ; 
renewed by convention at London for a further period of five years, 
November 9, 1909. 

Netherlands — Portugal. Signed at The Hague, October i ; rati- 
fications exchanged at The Hague, October 29, 1908; ratified by 
Netherlands, February 5, 1906; proclaimed by Netherlands, Decem- 
ber 21, 1908 ; effective for an indeterminate period. 

Nicaragua — Spain. Signed October 4; ratifications exchanged 
, March 19, 1908. 

Belgium — Russia. Signed at St. Petersburg, October (17) 3®; 
ratifications exchanged at St. Petersburg, (August 27) September 9, 
1905; promulgated by Belgium, January 19, 1906; effective ten 
years. 
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Colombia — Ecuador. Signed November 5, 

Belgium Switzerland. Signed at Bern, November 13; ratifi- 

cations exchanged at Bern, August 19, 1905; promidgated by 
Belgium, January 19, 1906; effective ten years. 

Great Britain — Portugal. Signed at Windsor Castle, November 
16 ; ratifications exchanged ; approved by Portuguese Cham- 

ber, August 18, 1908 ; effective five years ; renewed at London by ex- 
change of notes for a further period of five years, November 16, 1909. 

Great Britain — Switzerland. Signed at London, November 16 ; 
ratifications exchanged at London, July 1 2, 1 905 ; effective five years ; 
renewed by exchange of notes for a further period of five years, 
November 3-12, 1909. 

Italy — Switzerland. Signed at Rome, November 23; ratifica- 
tions exchanged December 5, 1905 ; effective five years ; renewed at 
Rome by exchange of notes for a further period of five years, 
November 16, 1909. 

Norway — Russia. Signed at St. Petersburg, (November 26) 
December 9; ratifications exchanged February (14) 27-February 
(12) 25, 1905; effective ten years. 

Russia — Sweden. Signed at St. Petersburg, (November 26) 
December 9; ratifications exchanged February (12) 25-.February 
(14) 27, 1905 ; effective ten years. 

Belgium — Norway. Signed at Brussels, November 30 ; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Brussels, August ii, 1905 ; promulgated by Bel- 
gium, January 19, 1906 ; effective ten years. 

Belgium — Sweden. Signed at Brussels, November 30 ; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Brussels, August ii, 1905 ; promulgated by Bel- 
gium, January 19, 1906 ; effective ten years. 

Austria-Hungary — Switzerland. Signed at Bern, December 3 ; 
ratifications exchanged at Vienna, October 17, 1905; effective five 
years. 

France — Switzerland. Signed at Bern, December 14; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Paris, July 13, 1905 ; published in Journal Offi- 
cial^ July 21, 1905; effective five years; renewed for two years, 
July 13, 1910. 

Sweden — Switzerland. Signed at Berlin, December 1 7 ; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Berlin, July 13, 1905 ; effective ten years. 

Norway — Switzerland. Signed at Berlin, December 1 7 ; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Berlin, July 13, 1905 ; effective ten years. 
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1905 

Austiia-Htuigary — Great Britain, Signed at London, Janu- 
ary 1 1 ; ratifications exchanged at London, May 1 7 ; effective five 
years ; renewed. 

Belgium — Spain. Signed at Madrid, January 23; ratifications 
exchanged, December 16 ; ratified by , July 28 ; promulgated 

January 19, 1906 j effective ten years. 

Norway — Spain. Signed at Madrid, January 23; ratifications 
exchanged at Madrid, March 20 ; effective ten years. 

Spain — Sweden. Signed at Madrid, January 23; ratifications 
exchanged at Madrid, March 20 ; effective ten years. 

Great Britain — Netherlands. Signed at London, February 15; 
ratifications exchanged at London, July 12; ratified by Norway, 
June 7 ; effective five years ; renewed by convention of December 16, 
1909; ratifications of renewing convention exchanged at London, 
July II, 1910; Netherlands law ratifying renewing convention 
passed. May 23, 1910. 

Denmark — Russia. Signed at St. Petersburg (February 16) 
March i ; ratifications exchanged April (i i) 24 ; ratified at St. Peters- 
burg, (March 20) April 3 ; effective ten years. 

Italy — Peru. Signed at Lima, April 18; ratified December ii, 
1905, by ; effective ten years. 

Belgium — Greece. Signed at Athens, (April 19) May 2; ratifi- 
cations exchanged July (9) 22, 1905; ratified by Belgium, May 2; 
promulgated January 19, 1906; effective fifteen years. 

Belgium — Denmark. Signed at Brussels, April 26 ; ratifications 
exchanged at Brussels, May 2, 1906; promulgated by Belgium, 
January 19, 1906; effective ten years. 

Norway — Portugal. Signed at Lisbon, May 6;^ ratifications 
exchanged at Stockholm, October 23, 1908; approved by Portugal, 
August 18, 1908 *, effective five years. 

Portugal — Sweden. Signed at Lisbon, May 6; ratifications 
exchanged at Stockholm, October 23, 1908; approved by Portugal, 
August 18, 1908 ; effective five years. 

Italy — Portugal. Signed at Lisbon, May 1 1 ; effective five years. 

Honduras — Spain. Signed at Madrid, May 13; ratifications 
exchanged at Madrid, July 16, 1906; effective twelve years. 

1 Ncneveau Recueil General de Traiies gives December 8 for the signing, and 
says ratifications were exchanged at Lisbon, November 3, 1909. 
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Belgium — Roumania. Signed at Bukharest, May (14) 27; rati- 
fications exchanged at Bukharest, (September 26) October 9, 190 5 5 
proclaimed January 19, 1906; effective five years. 

Portugal— Switzerland. Signed at Bern, August 18; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Bern, October 23, 1908 ; approved by Portu- 
guese Chamber, August 18, 1908; effective ten years.^ 

Argentina — Brazil. Signed at Rio de Janeiro, September 7; 
ratifications exchanged at Buenos* Aires, November 9, 1908 ; approved 
by Argentina, December 2, and by Brazil, October i, 1908; ratified 
by Brazil, December 5, 1908; formally promulgated by Argentina, 
December 24, 1908, and by Brazil, January 7, 1909; permanently 
signed at Rio de Janeiro, June 19, 1909 ; effective ten years. 

Colombia — Peru. Signed at Bogota, September 12, 1905 5 I’uti- 
fications exchanged July 6, 1906. 

Denmark — France. Signed at Copenhagen, September 1 5 5 rati- 
fications exchanged at Copenhagen, May 31, 1906; ratified by Den- 
mark, May 31,1 906 ; treaty identical with that of France-Great Britain ; 
published in Journal Officiely June 30, 1906 ; effective five years. 

Denmark — Great Britain. Signed at London, October 25; 
ratifications exchanged at London, May 4, 1906 ; effective five years ; 
renewed by convention of March 3, 1911.^ 

Norway — Sweden. Signed , October 26 j effective ten 

years. 

Denmark — Spain. Signed at Madrid, December i ; ratifications 
exchanged at Madrid, May 19, 1906; ratified by Denmark, May 10, 
and by Spain, May 14; effective six years. 

Denmark — Italy. Signed at Rome, December r 5 ; ratifications 
exchanged at Rome, May 22, 1906; proclaimed by King of Italy, 
May 27, 1906; effective until denunciation. 

1 Peace Year-Book, gives duration as five years. 

2 Copenhagen, March 28, 1911. — At to-day’s sitting of the Landsthing, dur- 
ing the discussion on the Convention of March 3, 1911, renewing the Arbitration 
Treaty between Denmark and Great Britain of 1905, the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, Count de Ahlefeldt-Laurvigen, said that the Danish Government had 
endeavored to renew the Arbitration Treaty on a more extended basis, and had 
again attempted to do this after the statements made by President Taft and Sir 
Edward Grey. Great Britain, however, had declined ; and had given, as the ground 
for this refusal, that a treaty with the United States must precede all other treaties 
of this nature which Great Britain intended to conclude. For this reason other 
treaties which were now expiring would have to be renewed without change of 
form if a renewal were desired. The Anglo-Danish Arbitration Treaty was, there- 
fore, renewed without alteration. The first reading of the bill dealing with the 
treaty was passed. — Reuter Dispatch, 
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1906 

Austria-Hungary — Portugal. Signed at Vienna, Februaiy 13; 
approved August 18, 1908, by the Portuguese Chamber, and by 
Austria-Hungary at Vienna, October 16, 1908; effective five years. 

Belgium — Nicar6igua. Signed at Guatemala City, March 6 ; rati- 
fications exchanged at Guatemala City, July 20, 1909 ; text in Bul/e- 
tin Usuel^ September 2, 1909; effective ten years. 

Paraguay — Peru. Signed at La Paz, June 24. 

France — Portugal. Signed at Paris, June 29; ratifications ex- 
changed at Paris, April 5, 1909; approved by Portugal, August 18, 
1908; published in Journal Ojjiciel^ April 9, 1909; effective nine 
years. 

1907 

Bolivia — Paraguay. Signed at Buenos Aires, January 12. 

Denmark — Portugal. Signed at Copenhagen, March 20; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at Copenhagen, October 26, 190S; approved by 
Portuguese Chamber, August 18, 190S; effective ten years. 

Spain — Switzerland. Signed at Bern, May 14; ratifications 
exchanged at Bern, July 9 ; effective five years. 

Argentina — Italy. Signed at The Hague, September 18; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at Rome, May 21, 1910; promulgated by Italian 
decree of August 9, 1910; previous negotiations in 1898; effective 
ten years. 

Italy — Mexico. Signed at The Hague, October 16, during Peace 
Conference ; ratifications exchanged at Rome, December 3 1 ; ratified 
by Italy, March 7, 19085 effective ten years. 

1908 

United States — France. Signed at Washington, February 10; 
ratifications exchanged at Washington, March 12; ratified by United 
States, February 27, and by France, March 3 ; ratification advised 
by United States Senate, February 19; proclaimed by President 
of the United States, March 14; published in Journal Official, 
March 15, 1908 ; effective five years. 

United States — Greece. Signed February 29. 

United States — Switzerland. Signed at Washington, Febru- 
ary 29 ; ratifications exchanged at Washington, December 23 ; ap- 
proved by United States Senate, March 6 ; ratified by President of the 
United States, May 29, and by Switzerland, October 13 ; proclaimed 
by President of the United States, December 23 ; effective five years. 
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United States — Mexico. Signed at Washington, March 24; 
ratifications exchanged at Washington, June 27; ratification advised 
the United States Senate, April 2 ; ratified by President of the United 
States, May 29 ; ratified by Mexico, May 30 ; proclaimed by Presi- 
dent of the United States, June 29 ; effective five years. 

United States — Italy. Signed at Washington, March 28; rati- 
fications exchanged at Washington, January 22, 1909! ratification 
advised by United States Senate, April 2, 1908 ; ratified by President 
of the United States, June 19; proclaimed by President of the 
United States, January 25, 1909. 

United States — Great Britain. Signed at Washington, April 4-, 
ratifications exchanged at Washington, June 4; ratifications advised 
by United States Senate, April 22; ratified by President of the 
United States, May 1 1 ; proclaimed by President of the United 
States, June 5 ; ratified by Great Britain, May 4 ; effective five years. 

United States — Norway. Signed at Washington, April 4 ; rati- 
fications exchanged at Washington, June 24; ratification advised by 
United States Senate, April 17 ; ratified by President of the United 
States, June 18; proclaimed by President of the United States, 
June 29 ; effective five years. 

United States — Portugal. Signed at Washington, April 6 ; rati- 
fications exchanged at Washington, November 14; approved by 
Portuguese Chamber, August 18, and ratified September 21 •, ratifi- 
cation advised by United States Senate, April 1 7 j ratified by Presi- 
dent of the United States, November 6 ; proclaimed by President of 
the United States, December 14; effective five years. 

United States — Spain. Signed at Washington, April 20 ; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at Washington, June 2 ; ratified by Spain, May 1 1, 
and by United States, May 28 ; ratification advised by United States 
Senate, April 22; proclaimed by President of the United States, 
June 3 ; effective five years. 

United States — Netherlands. Signed at Washington, May 2; 
ratifications exchanged at Washington, March 25, 1909; ratification 
advised by United States Senate, May 6, 1908; ratified by President 
of the United States, January 8, 1909; ratified by Netherlands, 
March 5, 1909; proclaimed by President of the United States, 
March 25, 1909. 

United States — Sweden. Signed at Washington, May 2; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at Washington, August 18 ; ratification advised by 
United States Senate, May 6 ; ratified by President of the United 
States, June 6, and by Sweden, June 13 ; proclaimed by President of 
the United States, September i. 
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United States — Japan. Signed at Washington, May 5 ; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Washington, August 24 ; ratification advised by 
United States Senate, May 13; ratified by President of the United 
States, August 19, and by Japan, July 20; proclaimed by President 
of the United States, July 20, 1908. 

United States — Denmark. Signed at Washington, May 18; 
ratifications exchanged at Washington, March 29, 1909; ratification 
advised by United States Senate, May 20, and approved by Danish 
Parliament, February 6, 1909; ratified by President of the United 
States, January 8, 1909, and by Denmark, February 15, 1909 ; pro- 
claimed by President of the United States, March 29, 1909. 

Denmark — Sweden. Signed at Stockholm, July 1 7 ; ratifications 
exchanged at Stockholm, February 26, 1909 ; approved by Danish 
Parliament, February 6, 1909 ; effective ten years. 

United States — China. Signed at Washington, October 8 ; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at Washington, April 6, 1909 ; ratification advised 
by United States Senate, December 10 ; ratified by President of the 
United States, March i, 1909, and by China, February 12, 1909; 
proclaimed by President of the United States, April 6, 1909. 

Denmark — Norway. Signed at Copenhagen, October 8 ; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at Copenhagen, March 6, 1909; approved by 
Danish Parliament, February 6, 1909; effective ten years. 

United States — Peru. Signed at Washington, December 5; 
ratifications exchanged at W’^ashington, June 29, 1909, ratification 
advised by United States Senate, December 10; ratified by Presi- 
dent of the United States, March i, 1909, and by Peru, May i, 
1909 ; proclaimed by President of the United States, June 30, 1909. 

Colombia — France. Signed at Bogota, December i6; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Bogotd, October 6, 1909; ratified by France, 
March 10, 1909; promulgated by French decree of December 31, 
1909, and published in Journal Official^ January 6, 1910 ; additional 
convention signed at Bogotd, August 5, 1910. 

United States — Salvador. Signed at Washington, December 2 1 ; 
ratifications exchanged at Washington, July 3, 1909; ratification 
advised by United States Senate, January 6, 1909 j ratified by Presi- 
dent of the United States, March i, 1909 j ratified by Salvador, June 
14; proclaimed by President of the United States, July 7, 1909. 

United States — Argentina. Signed at Washington, Decem- 
ber 23; ratified by United States, March i, 1909; ratification 
advised by United States Senate, January 6, 1909. 

Colombia — Great Britain. Signed at Bogotd, December 30; 
ratified July 14, 1909; effective five years. 
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1909 

United States — Haiti. Signed at Washington, January 7; rati- 
fications exchanged at Washington, November 1 5 ; ratification 
advised by United States Senate, February 13; ratified by Presi- 
dent of the United States, March i, and by Haitian President, 
March 22 ; approved by Haitian Congress, July 23 ; proclaimed by 
President of the United States, November 16 j effective five years. 

United States — Bolivia. Signed at Washington, January 7; 
ratification advised by linked States Senate, January 13 ; ratified 
by President of the United States, March i. 

United States — Ecuador. Signed at Washington, January 7; 
ratifications exchanged at Washington, June 22, 1910 ; ratification 
advised by United States Senate, January 13 ; ratified by President 
of the United States, March i, and by Ecuadorian President, 
October 21; proclaimed, June 23, 1910. 

United States — Uruguay. Signed at Washington, January 9; 
ratification advised by United States Senate, January 13; ratified 
by President of the United States, March i. 

United States — Costa Rica. Signed at Washington, January 13 ; 
ratifications exchanged at Washington, July 20 ; ratification advised 
by United States Senate, January 20; ratified by President of the 
United States, March i, by Costa Rica, June 28; proclaimed by 
President of the United States, July 21 ; effective five years. 

United States — Chile. Signed at Washington, January 13 ; rati- 
fication advised by United States Senate, January 20; ratified by 
President of the United States, March i. 

United States — Austria-Hungary. Signed at Washington, J an- 
uary 15 ; ratifications exchanged at Washington, May 13 ; ratified by 
President of the United States, March i, and by Austria-Hungary, 
April 17; ratification advised by United States Senate, January 20; 
proclaimed by President of the United States, May 18. 

United States — Brazil. Signed at Washington, January 23; 
ratified by President of the United States, March i ; ratification 
advised by United States Senate, January 27; approved by Brazil, 
December 31, 1910. 

United States — Paraguay. Signed at Asuncion, March 13; 
ratifications exchanged at Asunddn, October 2 ; ratified by President 
of the United States, August 10, and by Paraguay, September 28; 
ratification advised by United States Senate, July 30, and by Para- 
guay, July 30; proclaimed by President of the United States, 
November ii. 
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Brazil — Portugal. Signed at Petropolis, March 25; approved 
by Brazil, December 31, 1910; effective five years. 

Brazil — France. Signed at Petropolis, April 4; approved by 
Brazil, December 31, 1910. 

Brazil — Spain. Signed at Petropolis, April 8; approved by 
Brazil, December 31, 1910. 

Brazil — Mexico. Signed at Petropolis, April 8; approved by 
Brazil, December 31, 1910. 

Brazil — Honduras. Signed at Guatemala City, April 26; ap- 
proved by Honduras, July 30, and by Brazil, December 31, 1910; 
terms in La Gaceta^ Guatemala, August 19. 

Brazil — Venezuela. Signed at Caracas, April 30; approved by 
Brazil, December 31, 1910; first arbitration treaty of Venezuela 
with any neighboring state. 

Brazil — Panama. Signed at Washington, May i j approved by 
Brazil, December 31, 1910. 

Brazil — Ecuador. Signed at Washington, May 13; approved 
by Brazil, December 31, 1910; effective five years. 

Brazil — Costa Rica. Signed at Washington, May 18; ratified 
by Costa Rican President, October 20; approved by Costa Rica, 
October ii, and by Brazil, December 31, 1910; published in La 
Gaceta Qficial^ October 24 ; effective five years. 

Brazil — Cuba. Signed at Washington, June lo; approved by 
Brazil, December 31, 1910 ; effective five years. 

Brazil — Great Britain. Signed at Rio de Janeiro, June iS ; ap- 
proved by Brazilian Parliament, July 21, and by Brazilian Govern- 
ment, December 31, 1910 ; effective five years. 

Argentina — Great Britain and Ireland. Signed at Rio de J aneiro, 
June 18, 

Brazil — Bolivia. Signed at Petropolis, Jime 25; approved by 
Brazil, December 31, 1910 ; effective ten years. 

Brazil — Nicaragua. Signed at Guatemala, June 28 ; approved by 
Brazilian Government, December 31, 1910 ; effective five years. 

Brazil — Norway. Signed at Christiania, July 13; approved by 
Brazilian Government, December 31, 1910; effective five years. 

Brazil — China. Signed at Peking, August 3 ; approved by Bra- 
zilian Government, December 31, 1910; effective five years. 

Argentina — Portugal. Signed August 27. 
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Brazil — Salvador. Signed at Salvador by the Salvadorean Min- 
ister of Foreign Affairs and the Brazilian Minister, September 3; 
approved by Brazilian Government, December 31, 1910; terms 
identical with those of Brazil with Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa 
Rica ; effective five years. 

Brazil — Peru. Signed at Rio de Janeiro, November 5, by the 
Brazilian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Baron do Rio Branco, and 
the Peruvian Minister, Dr. Herman Velarde ; approved by Brazilian 
Government, December 31, 1910; effective ten years. 

Italy — Netherlands. Signed at Rome, November 21 ; ratifica- 
tions exchanged at Rome, August 26, 1910; proclaimed by Italian 
order of September 5, 1910. 

Brazil — Sweden. Signed December 14; effective ten years. 

Greece — Spain. Signed at Athens, December (3) 1 6 ; ratifications 
exchanged at Athens, March 24, 1910. 

1910 

Costa Rica — Panama. Signed at Washington, March 17; ap- 
proved by Costa Rican Congress, August 25 ; promulgated by Costa 
Rica, September 25 ; approved by Congress of Panama, September 27. 

Brazil — Haiti. Signed at Washington, April 25; approved by 
Brazilian Government, December 31. 

Brazil — Dominican Republic. Signed at Washington, April 29 ; 
approved by Brazilian Government, December 31. 

Brazil — Colombia. Signed at Bogotti, July 7 ; approved by Bra- 
zilian Government, December 31. 

Austria-Hungary — Great Britain. Signed at London, July 16; 
ratifications exchanged at London, December 2; presented at 
Parliament, February, 1911; effective five years; Treaty Series, 
No. I, 1911. 

Russia — Spain. Signed at St Petersburg, August 16. 

Brazil — Russia. Signed at Rio de J aneiro, August 26 ; approved 
by Brazilian Government, December 31. 

Argentina — France. Signed at Buenos Aires, September 7. 

Austria-Hungary — Brazil. Signed at Rio de Janeiro, October 
195 approved by Brazilian Government, December 31. 

Italy — Russia. Signed at St. Petersburg, November 27; ratifi- 
cations exchanged at St Petersburg, January 25, 1911; in force 
February 25, 1911. 

Italy — Norway. Signed at Rome, December 5, by the N orwegian 
Minister and Count di San GiuHano, Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
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15 


1911 


Brazil — Uruguay. Signed at Petropolis, January 12, the two 
countries being represented by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
Brazil, Baron do Rio Branco, and General Rufino Dominguez, Min- 
ister Plenipotentiary of Uruguay accredited to Brazil ; twenty-eighth 
arbitration treaty which Brazil has signed since January 23, 1909. 

Italy — Sweden. Signed at Stockholm, April 14, by the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of Sweden and the Minister Plenipotentiary 
of Italy. 


The following is a summary by years of the bipartite treaties listed 
above : 


1895 . . 

1899 . . 

1901 . . 

1902 . . 

1903 . . 

1904 . . 

1905 . . 

1906 . . 

1907 . . 

1908 . . 

1909 . . 

1910 . . 

1911 . . 

Total 


2 

2 

1 

12 

5 

27 

22 

4 

5 
21 

31 

II 

2 

145 


NOTES 

The present list is, it is believed, the most complete compilation 
that has been prepared of the essential facts on arbitration treaties 
between pairs of nations ; and it should be of special interest and value 
at this time in view of the great impetus given to arbitration through 
the inauguration of negotiations between the United States and Great 
Britain, and other countries for unlimited arbitration conventions. Con- 
siderable misunderstandings in regard to the several stages of arbitra- 
tion are common, and it therefore seems well to make the following 
statement concerning agreements to arbitrate and actual arbitrations : 

Agreements to arbitrate are of several kinds. The best known system 
is that under the provision of a convention of the Second Hague Con- 
ference, — revising and completing the work of the First Conference, 
— called the Convention for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes. This convention provides a system of offering good offices and 



i6 


ARBITRATION TREATIES 


mediation, establishes the constitution for international commissions of 
inquiry, and in Part IV, Articles 37-90, provides a system for inter- 
national '' arbitration for settlement of disputes between states by judges 
of their own choice and on the basis of respect for law.’^ Twelve cases 
have already been or are to be submitted to the Hague Tribunal. This 
was originally constituted by a convention of the First Hague Con- 
ference of 1899, and has been in operation since that date. 

In addition to this system, arbitration under treaty stipulations is 
provided for by the general conventions drawn up by the Pan-American 
and the Central American Conferences, and arbitration of specific ques- 
tions is provided for in many of the constituent conventions which 
regulate the action of international unions. 

Besides this general machinery providing for arbitration, each nation 
may reach such agreements with other individual nations as it finds 
desirable for the settlement by arbitration of such questions as it con- 
siders proper to submit to such decision. There are 49 sovereign 
states in the world. If each had signed one of these bipartite treaties 
with all its peers, there would be 2401 arbitration treaties between pairs 
of nations. Such a number, however, is not necessary, for the majority 
of the sovereign states do not come into sufficiently close contact with 
each other to result in difficulties which are incapable of settlement by 
ordinary diplomatic means. 

Dr. W. Evans Darby, in his Modem Pacific Settlements,” lists 6 
arbitrations in the eighteenth century, 471 in the nineteenth, and 63 
from 1900 to 1903. Since 1900 there have been about 150 arbitrations, 
most of which have been held under the provisions of treaties. Many 
arbitrations have been held without treaty provision, the two disputant 
states in such cases agreeing to refer the matter to umpires mutually 
acceptable. But this haphazard system is rapidly giving way before the 
eager desire of the states of the world to enter into understandings with 
other states as to what questions they shall refer to arbitration. 

The great fault of the common bipartite arbitration treaty has been 
the restriction which its terms have placed upon the scope of arbitra- 
tion. In many cases the arbitrable subjects have been so few as to 
render the treaty almost worthless. The significance of the present 
negotiations between the United States and Great Britain is that they 
provide for the arbitration of all disputes without reserve. 

A treaty is not binding until it has passed through all its stages. A 
treaty signed by the negotiators binds only the negotiators and the em- 
powering division of their governments. Before the governments them- 
selves are legally bound, their ratifying authorities must have approved 
the treaty j and it becomes mutually binding only after the exchange of 
ratifications, a formality by which each state receives a copy of the 
document properly signed by the negotiating officers and the ratifying 
authorities of the states. In most nations another step is necessary 
before the treaty is considered the law of the land. This is promulga- 
tion, — a formality of publishing the treaty as a proclamation. No treaty 
is binding until these several steps have been taken. Most treaties are 
reported publicly only when signed, and it is therefore often exceed- 
ingly difficult to follow them through their later history. This circum- 
stance accounts for the incompleteness at any given time in the details 
of any such list as the present. 
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SOME SUPPOSED JUST CAUSES 
OF WAR 

By Hon. Jackson H. Ralston 
Washington, D.C. 

Diplomatists and statesmen — we must mention both, for all 
diplomatists are not statesmen, and all statesmen are not di- 
plomatists — agree often and so express themselves in treaties, 
that for honor and vital interests nations may wage what is 
dignified by the title of “ solemn war,” and that they must be 
permitted so to do at their good pleasure, even though the 
doors of the Hague tribunal of arbitration swing freely upon 
their hinges, and possible judges wait the sound of the foot- 
steps of the representatives of litigant states. Honor and vital 
interests — how sonorous these words sound 1 Resolve them 
into their elements — passion, • avarice, commercial and territo- 
rial aggrandizement — and the result is verbiage so crude as to 
grate upon modem susceptibilities. Let us continue to use 
grand words to conceal ignoble thoughts! 

But it is only those aggregations of human imits that we call 
nations that may, without crime and without judicial punish- 
ment, slay, bum, rob, and destroy. Why this logically should 
be the case we are at a loss to understand. Why the inherent 
rights of the individual to determine such questions as concern 
his honor or vital interests should be mercilessly abridged, and 
why cities and towns (and not nations) should be deprived of 
the fuU and free exercise of their most violent passions, one is 
unable to comprehend. Should not the power of both city and 
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nation, or else of neither, be submitted to the ruling care of the 
judiciary ? Is there anything peculiar about the situation of a 
city or of a state which should deprive it of the free exercise of 
its faculties ? Let us examine into the question by considering 
first a couple of supposititious cases, either of which may find 
its full parallel in history, and offering a justification for war 
fully as well founded as the justification furnished for many 
wars of the past between nations. 

New York, as we all know, is a great collection of human 
beings, greater than was boasted by all the cities of Greece, of 
whose wars we read with sanguinary pleasure, — greater than 
Rome possessed after she had subdued all Italy. New Yorkers 
are overflowing her civic boundaries into New Jersey, even as 
Japanese are overflowing from Japan into Korea or Manchuria. 
Let us listen to the musings of a future chieftain of Tammany 
Hall, whose domain is coextensive with that of Greater New 
York, He says : 

New York is imperial, and every New Yorker feels the glow of 
patriotic pride when he gazes on the vast fleets coming from all quar- 
ters of the globe to share in the profits of her commerce. The bosom 
of every home-loving New Yorker must sweU with pride as he contem- 
plates her magnificent structures, at once index and emblem of her 
greatness. Here liberty reigns, here the son of the poorest immigrant, 
as illustrated in my own person, may become ruler. But with all this, 
New York is in her swaddling clothes. Imaginary lines bound her on 
the north, while to the west the jurisdiction of the city is limited by the 
North River, beyond which a New Yorker may not go without being 
in danger of losing his political allegiance and being absorbed by an 
alien community. Every patriotic instinct demands that New York 
should extend her boundaries so that her sons may have room in which 
to live and contribute to the glory of their native city. 

And withal a subconscious voice whispers, “ Let this come to 
pass, and greater will be Tammany and more luscious the spoils 
thereof.^' 

What more effective appeal to true patriotism could be mad e I 
And when you add the promise to the valiant sons of the Bow- 
ery or of Harlem that the rich lands of the Jerseys gball be 
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theirs, that the superabundance of their neighbors in cows and 
com and strawberries shall be their abundance, can you not 
imagine with what fervor the embattled warriors of Yorkville 
and the Bronx, the Bowery and the Battery, would fall upon 
their weaker neighbors across the North River and openly put 
to the sword each offending owner of a herd of cows or of a 
promising strawberry patch? And the cause of war, that is, 
the ostensible cause of war? No matter. Perhaps a bibulous 
New Yorker, suffering from the Sunday drought of his city and 
seeking consolation in Hoboken, has been arrested somewhat 
roughly and given a disagreeable sample of Jersey justice, 
against which every city-loving citizen of Manhattan raises pro- 
test and cries for war. Anything will do as long as the desire 
exists for dominion over rich lands across the river, as long, in 
other words, as the '‘vital interests” of New York rulers — 
money always being vital — demand an extension of New 
York’s power. And now that we have the honor of New York 
assailed in the person of her intoxicated citizen, vital interests 
compel war. 

And yet we live in such an unmanly, effete, and degenerate 
age and country that should the mighty cohorts of Tammany, 
desisting from the milder pleasures of Coney Island, advance 
upon New Jersey, the United States, whose peace had been 
disturbed, would speedily put them to rout. 

But withal, reason would rest with the Tammany chieftain. 
His orators could, with propriety, contend that the entity he 
represents was old enough, big enough, rich enough, to be 
allowed to fight without foreign interference. With patriotic 
pride could they point to examples of cities less important 
whose struggles, based upon identical principles, occupy many 
interesting and laudatory pages of history. With swelling pride 
could they repel the idea that Californians and Kentuckians and 
Vermonters, having no knowledge of, or sympathy with, their 
patriotic aspirations, should band themselves together to subdue 
the manly New Yorker, struggling only to advance his peculiar 
civilization. 
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Their logic, from the standpoint of the Englishman subduing 
the Boers, the Japanese seizing Manchuria, yes, the American 
pursuing the Filipino or forcing him to take false oaths of 
allegiance, would be irresistible. But logic does not always rule, 
and the New Yorker would find that, save by the permission 
of the Jerseyites, and with the leave of yokel representatives 
gathered in Congress from all parts of the Union, and the con- 
sent of the New York legislature, the rule of Tammany must 
remain confined to such parts of the state of New York as the 
state shall permit 

But let us approach the problem from another point of view. 
Great as is New York, let us imagine that Boston rivals her in 
the commerce of the world ; that every favoring breeze brings 
to Boston the largess of the whole globe ; that, despite all the 
Gotham efforts, Boston’s growing commercial advantages directly 
affect New York, whose rent rolls steadily diminish. Figure to 
yourself that there arises a new Cato, whose morning and eve- 
ning editions print at their top, in blood-red letters, Delenda est 
Boston, The public mind becomes attuned to the cry. In an 
unlucky moment a Bostonian in New York, whose unhappy 
pronunciation of the letter ^‘A” reveals his origin, becomes 
involved in difficulties necessitating a visit to the Tombs. 
Boston peremptorily demands his release. New York scorn- 
fully refuses, and New Yorkers are insulted by Boston’s wrath- 
ful rejomder. Here again honor and vital interests demand 
blood, and under the old logical rule the solemn arbitrament 
of war must determine the issue. Alas 1 once more the men 
of other places, heedless of the honor of the two cities 
and blind to aU interests save their own, step forward and 
forbid resort to any other instrumentality than the artificial 
one of courts, if a legal injury may be said to exist. Alas, 
again, the insult to the honor of the two cities does not 
constitute an injury of sufficient gravity to be considered by 
any national court. 

But if these suggestions seem the wild vagaries of imagina- 
tion, let us take more concrete examples. The drainage of the 
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city of Chicago pours itself out into the Illinois River, and 
diagonally across the state the current flows to join the purer 
waters of the Mississippi. Soon the flood reaches St. Louis, 
and endangers the integrity of its water supply. Shall not 
every stalwart Missourian who feels his bosom beat with love 
for his state fly to arms, cross the Mississippi, and relentlessly 
fall upon the luckless citizens of the state of Illinois? Shall 
the health, the comfort, the prosperity of Missouri be ruthlessly 
attacked by a neighboring state and the injury not be wiped 
out in blood? Must the Missourian stand supinely by while 
the population of his state becomes decimated by disease set at 
work by the carelessness of people alien to his state govern- 
ment, and whose actions have conclusively shown their lack of 
courtesy and civilization ? Are not such people worse even than 
peoples whose skins are black or perhaps yellow? Is it not 
the high mission of St. Louis to carry civilization even to the 
banks of the Sangamon? Is it not part of the Missourian's 
share of the burden of humanity to teach the true gospel 
of the golden rule to the backward denizens of Pike, Cook, 
and Jo Davies counties? Must not these questions be an- 
swered in the aflirmative but for the fact that Missouri and 
Illinois recognize as a common superior an artificial entity 
called the United States, which forbids such war and rele- 
gates both parties to peaceful courts, where, with the assist- 
ance of bacteriologists, lawyers, and judges, the issues are 
fought out without the pomp or circumstance of war? Are 
we not indeed living in a dull, uneventful age, and inflicting 
upon the young men of both states the canker of peace? 
But once again the logic of war is denied and the manly virtues 
remain undeveloped. 

Yet another illustration. The state of Kansas contends that 
the waters descending from the mountains of Colorado should 
be allowed by Colorado's citizens to pursue their way unvexed 
and undiminished, to render more fertile the plains of the Sun- 
flower State. The vital interests of the states collide. Shall the 
interest of bleeding Kansas be allowed to suffer because of the 
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selfish and grasping policy of the men of Colorado ? Invoking 
the soul of John Brown as it goes marching on, let the Kansans 
march upon the sons of the Centennial State and slaughter 
them until they learn how to live and let live. Alas ! once more, 
war, which, like poverty, is justified because we have always 
had it and the contrary is against human nature, is suppressed ; 
and the great sovereign states of Kansas and Colorado are 
forced to bow to the dictations of nine men in black robes, 
only one of whom, and he by chance, happens to be a citizen 
of either state. 

I have given you two imaginary, and two actual illustrations 
of circumstances which, by all the books, would justify war. In 
two cases honor dictates, and in all four vital interests demand 
it. The only restraining thing is that the contending parties 
are, in each case, subject to the control of a judicial body. In 
vain could any of the states named declare their right to deter- 
mine for themselves what was needed to satisfy their own honor 
or to maintain their own true interests. Always their neighbors 
insist upon their own superior right to preserve the peace of 
the continent. 

But so little civilized are we intemationally that books are 
written about the rules of war; that the right of blockade is 
recognized between nations ; that, because of brawls with which- 
no outside party has any concern, the commerce of neutrals is 
interfered with, the property of their citizens often exposed to 
the ravages of war on land, while neutral governments, unlike 
the onlookers at a street fight, who content themselves with 
making a ring about the contestants, accept limitations upon 
their own conduct made by the fighters themselves. Can we 
not learn that there is no more dignity, no more glory, about a 
national dispute, about a national conflict, than there is in a duel 
between two neighbors over the proper placing of a line fence ? 

And if the well-being of the community demands that the 
quarrels of neighbors shall be determined by a legal court, if 
the rivalries of cities and states must find in this country their 
settlement in dispassionate tribunals, why should there not be, 
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judicially at least, the United States of the world, with a tribu- 
nal capable of passing upon all international questions without 
restrictions ? 

We may here pride ourselves on believing that we are going 
with the swing of international feeling ; that with the spread of 
intelligence, with a greater recognition of the equality of human 
beings, which in the last analysis denies the right of one man 
to require another to sacrifice his life and property without just 
cause, duly ascertained by cold and competent tribunals, there 
must come a time when war will be looked upon as the crime 
that it is. The stars in their courses fight for us. 

Let it not be said that I am inappreciative of the dignity of 
war and of the importance of the causes leading up to it. War 
has no dignity. It offers a tragedy and a farce. With the tragic 
element we are all too familiar. With the farce of it all we are 
less familiar, for it is one of those obvious things — so obvious 
and so accustomed that, like the movement of the earth around 
the sim, eons of time pass by without its realization. What can 
be more farcical than that human beings should be dressed up 
in gold lace and waving plumes to go forth to slay other human 
beings in waving plumes and gold lace ? Why should bearskin 
shakos be used to add ferocity to their ensemble ? Why should 
the common people, whose interest in the matter is nil, make 
themselves food for powder, all for the benefit of the few whose 
tinsel decorations blind their own eyes and those of the be- 
holders? And why should parents who love their offspring 
rush into opportunities of bequeathing to them legacies of 
national poverty and debt as the result of a display of passion 
on the part of the fathers ? And when all this is the work of 
sentient human beings, may we not wonder over their effrontery 
in speaking of themselves as reasoning creatures ? Are nations 
so rushing into conflict wiser than the mad bull in the arena 
that with lowered head dashes upon the sword of the matador ? 
May we not conceive of a real philosopher looking down with 
wondering and puzzled contempt and amazement at our bloody 
antics over baubles ? 
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For as yet we are but children and have the ways of children. 
Between the childish disputes, “ It is,” “ It is n’t,” or “ I want 
to swing,” “ No, I won’t let you swing,” and the average differ- 
ence between nations leading to war, there is in essence no dis- 
tinction, — nothing save the age and number of the disputants 
and the consequent variance in the objects which interest them. 
Relatively, the contest is unchanged, and equally it should be 
adjusted without killing and without the slow sapping away of 
life through taxation. 

But if you tell me that such doctrines as I have tried to set 
out are opposed to patriotism, let me say to you that patriotism 
is not a fixed, but a growing term. When the first Englishmen 
planted themselves on the borders of Massachusetts Bay, their 
patriotism was bounded by the fringes of woods concealing 
Indian enemies. Later it meant a special sense of duty to those 
within the widening boundaries of the province. Yet a few 
years, and with the birth of a new nation, all who lived within 
the bounds of the thirteen original states were recognized as 
their brothers. Then, by leaps and bounds, it came to pass that 
the teeming millions of human beings from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific represented the solidarity of the country, and all were 
recognized as brothers under a common flag, and between such 
brothers war was a crime, and all troubles to be determined in 
a peaceful manner. 

But one step is left. We have, to recognize the brotherhood 
of the human race and the infinite crime of bloody contests 
between members of a common family. When the day of such 
recognition arrives we shall love our immediate neighbors no 
less, and for them reserve the special offices that our finite 
strength limits us to giving to the relatively few, while the nar- 
rower features of the patriotism of to-day will be swallowed up 
in a broad consideration for the rights of humanity, and all men 
will be brothers. 
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If a thousandth part of what has been expended in war and pre- 
paring its mighty engines had been devoted to the development of 
reason and the difusion of Christian principles ^ nothing would have 
been known for centuries past of its terrors, its sufferings, its im- 
poverishment, and its demoralization, but what was learned from 

history. HORACE MANN 

Were half the power that fills the world with terror. 

Were half the wealth bestowed on camps and courts. 

Given to redeem the human mind from error. 

There were no need of arsenals or forts, — longfellow 


The Report of the United States Treasurer for the Fiscal 
Tear ending June 30, ipio 


Receipts . 
Expenditures 

Suxplas 


$675,511,715 

659,705,391 

$15,806,324 


Expended for 

Amount 

Percentage 
of Total Ex- 

Percentage 



penditures 

of Income 

Annv 

$158,172,957 

24.0 

23.4 

Navy 

123,974,209 

18.8 

18.4 

Army and Navy ........ 

#282,147,166 

42.8 

41.8 

Past War (Pensions) 

160,696,416 

24.4 

23.8 

Total War Expenditures .... 

$442,843,582 

67.2 

65.6 

All Qvil Purposes 

216,861,809 

32.8 

32.1 

Total Expenditures 

$659,705,391 

100,0 

97.7 
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London Correspondence of the JV£>w York Evening Post'^ 


In connection with Sir Edward Grey’s arbitration proposals, 
attention might be drawn to the statement often made by mili- 
tarists that the expansion of armaments is necessary to '' insure 
peace”; that big armies and navies are the insurance premiums 
of peace, and that ruinous competition of armaments can be 
defended on the theoiy that to insure peace a nation must be 
prepared for war. The recently published views of Colonel 
Gadke, himself a German military man and a critic of acknowl- 
edged authority, are interesting on this point : It is only partly 
true that armaments are the insurance premiums of peace. 
With better right they might be called a constant menace to 
peace. At any rate, they have become a monstrous burden for 
the people. The most progressive and the greatest states are 
precisely those which suffer most under this burden.” 

That armaments have become '' a monstrous burden ” is cer- 
tainly a fact. In the last ten years (1900—1909) Germany 
has spent about five hundred and Great Britain more than six 
hundred million pounds for their army and navy. If things go 
on at the present rate, by the end of the decade that has just 
begun (1910-1919), the two peoples will each have sacrificed 
seven or eight hundred millions of pounds to the Moloch of 
war preparations. 

Despite the assurances of ministers and diplomatists that the 
foreign relations of the states are perfectly friendly, there is in 
the hearts of the people the thought of war, solely because their 
governments are continually extending their preparations for 
hostilities. Colonel Gadke, as a military expert, realizes the full 
extent of the danger to which this state of affairs must lead, and 
says: ''Nothing but binding agreements between the nations 

1 Reprinted by kind permission of the Evening Post 
I 
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can avert, in a peaceful manner, the dangers that are ceaselessly 
lying in wait for us ; treaties are remedies which work gradually 
for an assured peace among civilized nations.” 

Thus armed preparation in peace-time leads inevitably to 
that mutual distrust which, as Von Moltke said in the Reichstag 
many years ago, is what keeps the nations in arms against 
one another,” and finally leads to war. Much more, of course, 
does one war lead to another. '‘War,” says Colonel Gadke, "is 
the father of other wars. The more we think of our own power 
and ability, the oftener we have tasted of the fruit of victorious 
war, the more are we surrounded by the evil spirit of chauvin- 
ism and of imperialism. War is the father of other wars.” 

"VESTED” INTERESTS 

In yet another way do war and preparations for war drag us 
deeper into the mire, and, instead of lightening our burdens 
and giving us security, increase our burdens, while at the same 
time making our outlook blacker than it would otherwise have 
been. I refer to the evil influence exercised over communities 
by the creation of great and heavily capitalized artillery, ship- 
building, and innumerable other factories which modem war 
requires. By reason of their great wealth alone these institu- 
tions are a menace, for they are apt to employ that great wealth 
in encouraging war scares. Even if all of them do not go so far 
as that, they are all inclined to appeal to us on patriotic motives. 
A poor Englishman who makes plows would be laughed at if 
he invoked love of country as a reason why we should give him 
more orders ; but a millionaire who makes armor plating shame- 
lessly appeals to the patriotism of the people for whom he 
caters, gets newspapers to denounce as traitors, idealists, or 
madmen those who try to stop the growth of armaments, and 
gets an increasingly large section of the working classes into 
his net by employment and by large wages. 

Worst of all, this evil is a snowball one which goes on increas- 
ing with the progress of a nation until finally it may overwhelm 
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us all. Whether at the present juncture it is possible or not to 
master it is still a moot point ; but it is probable that if we in 
England go on for the next half century as we have gone on 
for the past half century, so large a proportion of the moneyed 
classes, of the legislators, bishops, newspaper proprietors, and 
skilled mechanics will be interested financially in military aero- 
plane works and in armament factories of one kind or another 
that the militarist snowball will have become an avalanche which 
nothing can check. 


DREADNOUGHTS AND PROFITS 

The inflated naval estimates in this country have made it 
clear that government departments can snap their fingers at 
Parliament. Parliament and people alike bow down in apoplec- 
tic adoration to the mysterious idol of expert opinion. Warfare, 
the balance of power, the problem of pre-dreadnoughts, and the 
value of opposing armies and fleets are now become such highly 
technical and complicated questions that only two or three peo- 
ple in the House of Commons imderstand anything at all about 
them. Consequently, the Mother of Parliaments is struck dumb 
when the expert speaks or when the first lord of the admiralty 
quotes those delphic oracles which bear the awe-inspiring name 
of sea lords. 

Thus tlungs have changed quite since the old days, when 
every member in the House had some experience of fighting 
himself and when military questions were as easy to under- 
stand as questions of football or boxing. 

But to return to my subject : by far the greatest of the un- 
seen and pernicious forces with which economists have to con- 
tend are those powerful companies already spoken of, which 
exist to produce armaments in one shape or another, and which 
have been encouraged to increase their capital obligations 
within the past few years by the successive scares and naval 
programs of the last decade. 
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To give some idea of these powerful interests, the Morning 
Leader publishes a table showing the issued share and debenture 
capital of six of the principal armament companies, taken from 
their respective balance sheets as at the end of 1909 : 



Issued Share 
Capital 

Debenture 

Capital 

Vickers’ Sons & Maxim . . 

£ 1 , 7 . 00,000 

£2,956,200 

Cammell, Laird & Co. . . . 

2,372,895 

1,728,511 

Armstrong, Whitworth & 'Co. 

4,210,000 

2,500,000 

Wm. Beardmore & Co. . . 

2,000,000 

1,716,621 

John Brown & Co 

3,218,500 

1,018,292 

Thames Ironworks Co. . . 

600,000 

261,044 

Total 

;£ i 7 , 6 oi ,395 

0,1 80,468 


INTERESTED SHAREHOLDERS 

This list does not by any means exhaust the number of com- 
panies interested in the production of engines of war or repre- 
sent the total capital invested in plant and machineiy for that 
purpose. But the other concerns are largely employed in build- 
ing ships for the mercantile marine, so that it is impossible to 
arrive at the total. The importance of these figures is evident 
The country has encouraged private concerns to expend these 
sums so that they may be productive of profits year by year 
for the benefit of their shareholders. Any restriction in the 
building of armaments either by the home or foreign govern- 
ments has disastrous results upon the year’s profits. 

It requires no stretch of the imagination to see that the enor- 
mous number of investors in every class of society scattered 
throughout the country exert a subtle influence in favor of the 
expansion of armaments. The numbers are not of so much 
consequence as the quality. Two years ago the lists of share- 
holders of three companies were scrutinized by the Investor's 
Review^ which printed the names of the most distinguished and 
influential of the shareholders. The following table classifies 
the social position of those on that list: 
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Vickers’ Sons 
& Maxim 


Duke 2 

Marquess ....... 2 

Earl, baron, or wife, son, or 
daughter of ..... 50 

Baronet 15 

Knight 5 

M. P 3 

J. P 7 

K. C 

Military or naval officer . . 21 

Naval architect or govern- 
ment contractor .... 2 

Financier 3 

Journalist (including news- 
paper proprietors) ... 6 


John Brown 
&Co. 

I 


10 

2 

5 

2 

9 


3 


Armstrong, 

WhitworSi 

&Co. 


60 

15 

20 

8 

3 

5 

20 


I 

8 


AN INSTANCE 


The financial position of these concerns and the social conse- 
quences of lacking orders were brought home three years ago 
in a letter addressed to the late Lord Tweedmouth by the 
chairman of Cammell, Laird & Co. At that time the company 
had been struck off the admiralty list of contractors. The 
whole argument of the appeal for restitution was that the total 
of the company’s issued share and debenture capital amounted 
to four millions sterling, that the number of employees in the 
works directly owned by the company comprised over 15,000, 
and that the penalty would mean hardship. This extensive 
plant for naval armaments must be fed each year with orders. 
The government, having acquiesced in the laying down of plant 
and machinery, is therefore forced by aH the subtle influences 
at work to provide fresh naval programs. For instance, the 
capacity of Vickers’ Sons & Maxim was described at the meet- 
ing held in March, 1909. This firm at that time could lay down 
and complete and fit ready for service in every respect three 
battleships of the Dreadnought type in three years from the 
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date of approvals of drawings, without going outside its own 
factories. Thereafter it could deliver a Dreadnought complete 
for service at the rate of one for every six months. 

The reports of the various companies and the speeches by 
their chairmen make it perfectly clear that they are dependent 
upon naval expansion for their prosperity. The following 
extract, frank and unblushing, is from a speech by Sir Charles 
D. McLaren at the meeting of the shareholders of John Brown 
& Co., Limited, in July, 1905 : 

" The appointment of Sir John Fisher at the admiralty is a 
fact of some importance to a firm like theirs, and he was glad 
to see that Sir John was prepared to go in for building battle- 
ships, because the heavier die work the more of it went to 
their firm. They were makers of armor plate, large marine 
shafting, and turbine engines, so that when heavy work was 
about they would get a share of it.” 

Needless to say, this was greeted with applause. 

AN AUSTRIAN’S IDEA 

These tables and quotation, to which I am indebted to the 
Morning Leader, give point to the remark of an Austrian Social- 
ist to an English apostle of peace. The story was told by the 
Times" Vienna correspondent on March 17. 

" Insert a peace-promoting industry,” said the Socialist, ” as 
profitable as the industry of preparation for war, and your 
peace propaganda will conquer the world.” 

" Though the business world in general and the civil servants 
and the working classes in particular,” continues the same cor- 
respondent, may groan under fiscal burdens, the capital and 
interests involved in the production of war material in this 
country [Austria-Hungary], as in Germany and elsewhere, are 
too anxious for the prospect of increased expenditure to turn 
all at once in the direction of plowshares and peace.” 

That is a point of view which, says the correspondent, " has 
been forced upon public attention in Austria-Hungary by the 
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recent 'boom’ in securities, of which the dividends are likely 
to be affected by the Austro-Hungarian program of arma- 
ments.” It is a point of view which successive naval estimates 
of ;^4o, 000,000 and ;^44, 000,000 may well force on the atten- 
tion of the British taxpayer. 

The greater a country’s preparations for 'war, the louder is the 
cry for " more, more ” of those daughters of the horse-leech, the 
industries which supply the ironclads and the cannon. And un- 
fortunately an important section of the common people now 
finds it profitable to join in this senseless cry. Woolwich is a 
case in point. During the South African War many extra hands 
had to be employed at Woohrich. WTien that war ceased, those 
hands had, naturally, to be discharged. What else 'was to be 
done ? The government could not proceed to start another war 
just for the sake of keeping these men in its emplo}Tiient, and 
it could not pay them for being idle. Nevertheless, a roar of 
indignation arose from the imperialistic press. Even the Labor 
party, or at least some of the labor leaders, were forced by the 
clamor to question the propriety of the government dismissing 
these men. 

The country generally could only see that a Little Englmid 
government was throwing skilled British workmen out of a job 
and sending them to Canada and America. The question be- 
came one of alleged patriotism against Little Englandism and 
a criminal disregard for the dignity and safety of this great 
empire. 

The only way out of the difficulty that I can see would be 
the employment of government operatives like those of Wool- 
wich in the making of steam plows, motor cars, se'wing 
machines, bicycles, etc., as well as in the making of firearms. 
Thus the government would always find them work to do, and 
in case of war they would be available. And I think that in the 
small arms factory at Tokyo bicycles of a primitive kind are 
turned out as well as Murati rifles, and that Krupp makes 
peaceful implements as well as weapons of war. But in Eng- 
land such a consummation is still a long way off, and we have 
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to face the uncomfortable fact that year after year an increasing 
number of English workmen as well as of English capitalists and 
shareholders in every walk of life are placed in a position in 
which peace means for them financial loss, while war means 
prosperity and thumping dividends. 


CAPITALISTS INTERESTED 

Of the three classes I have mentioned, the capitalists are the 
most dangerous, for their power is tremendous, their wealth 
almost unlimited, and their patriotism niL Even when they have 
not, like Krupp, their own organ in the press, they are hand in 
glove with all the great jingoistic newspaper proprietors and 
editors, they belong to the same clubs as legislators and lawyers 
and authors, they are in close touch with all the influences which 
mold public opinion, they have even about them a romantic 
glamor, such as never by any chance attaches to the men who 
make far more useful masterpieces, like boots or breeches. 
Even in one of Bernard Shaw’s plays you find a mysterious 
manufacturer of explosives completly dominating the scene; yet 
Bernard Shaw professes to be a Socialist and an antimilitarist. 

To expect that these powerful personages would refrain from 
using their power for exciting war scares and promoting mili- 
taiy preparations would be to expect too much of unregenerate 
human nature. Hence we find that King Krupp of Essen has 
ambassadors of his own in every great capital of the world, from 
Tokyo to Constantinople, and from St. Petersburg to Buenos 
Aires. He has even in Sofia a representative who knows more 
about local politics and has a larger acquaintance with local 
politicians than all the legations put together. These agents 
generally find themselves in the position of those English or 
Russian commanders in central Asia, who, if they make war 
and annex territory, are covered with medals and with glory and 
described by the JDdily Mail and the I^ovoe Vrspiyd as strong, 
silent men,” while if, with almost superhuman wisdom, they 
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keep the peace, their names remain tmknown and they get no 
medals at all. 

A good story is told of how one of these armament agents 
managed to make a certain Far Eastern Power order a great 
deal of warlike material by exhibiting documents which proved 
that a neighboring Power had just made similar purchases. 
Having booked this order, the agent went to a third Power, 
from which, by the employment of the same device, he suc- 
ceeded in getting a larger order still. Whenever the war clouds 
gather in South Africa, the Balkans, or the Far East, it naturally 
becomes the interest of some powerful groups of armament 
manufacturers to force things to a crisis, while those who want 
peace are unorganized, unfinanced, and afraid of being denounced 
as traitors to their country. 

TRAIL OF THE GUNMAKER 

One finds the trail of the gunmaker all over the world. I see 
that in Servia the minister for war has been forced by Germany 
to resign because he accused Dr. Baron von Griesinger, the 
German minister at Belgrade, of personal interest in the supply 
of guns. From Nagasaki comes intelligence that a contract has 
been concluded between the Japanese Naval Department on 
one side, and on the other the Kawasaki Shipbuilding Yard and 
the Mitsu Bishi Shipbuilding Yard, for the construction of two 
new battleships. Some of these great Japanese firms are now 
becoming so powerful and so closely associated with the gov- 
ernment and the ruling family that the foreign editor of the 
Times is reported to have said of one of them that he found it 
difficult sometimes to say where this firm began and where the 
government ended. 

At home and abroad it is the great wealth of these firms that 
makes them dangerous. When on the lookout for jobs involving 
millions of pounds sterling, they are prepared to spend a good 
deal in tips. Now in Russia, Turkey, the Balkan States, South 
America, China, and other places there are not many young 
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officers capable of refusing a douceur oi a few hundred pounds, 
while even in countries like England, America, and Japan, where 
the military sense of honor is supposed to be very high, there 
have been disgraceful scandals in connection with army contracts. 

In Constantinople some years ago I met a militaiy officer 
representing a government gun factoiy in one of the northern 
states of Europe. He was tiying to sell arms to the Turks, 
after having done good business in St. Petersburg, and visited 
Belgrade and Sofia. Just at that moment the Young Turk 
officer was supposed to be so full of patriotism that he would 
cut your head off if you as much as hinted at bribeiy. But this 
astute militaiy man from the north assured me that bribes 
were still accepted and stiU absolutely necessary. As a matter 
of fact, he bought up whole commissions of experts who were 
appointed to examine the weapons which he submitted. 

In the same way M. Clemenceau intimates in the series of 
articles about South America, which he is now contributing to 
the Observer^ that French guns are beaten by German guns in 
the Argentine, not because of their intrinsic superiority, but 
because of the superior profusion of the local German represent- 
ative in applying the argumenium ad kominem. 

Thus the rich armament-maker is a menace, not only to his 
own country, but to scores of smaller states. We can only guess 
at the amount of corruption and swindling that goes on in this 
connection. Even governments stoop to it, as when the Ger- 
man government sold Turkey a pair of prehistoric cruisers for 
a large sum. 


IN RUSSIA 

But Russia, of course, is the paradise par excellence of the 
armament-maker, as the disclosures made after the recent war 
only too clearly prove. In the matter of armaments Russia is a 
good customer of Germany’s — so good a customer indeed that 
I don’t know where Russia would get her military supplies 
from in case she and Germany went to war. Formerly Russia 
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had a large cartridge factory in Poland; but some years ago it 
was suddenly burned to the ground, whereupon the Novoe 
Vremya threw out the suggestion that the incendiaries were 
agents of the German cartridge factories, whose business would 
be considerably increased if this Polish establishment were 
removed from the scene! 

I quote these examples to show the international activity of 
the great armament manufacturers of Europe. That all this dia- 
bolical activity makes for war is beyond all doubt. The good 
folk who sell Turkey a hundred million cartridges to-day would 
not be averse to a Balkan scare or even to a Balkan war, which 
would make Turkey want another hundred million to-morrow. 

Then there is no knowing when some slight improvement in the 
rifle may render a dozen million firearms obsolete. This means 
untold expense for the people, and untold riches for the gun- 
smith. As a matter of fact, these improvements and alterations 
are going on almost continually, with the result that old-fashioned 
rifles are being continually sold to Albanians, Arabs, Abyssinians, 
Moors, Central Americans, Central Africans, Caucasians, Afghan 
raiders on the Indian frontier, Chinese, Gold Coast negroes, 
and other primitive but warlike folks. Gentle little Japan re- 
cently sold scores of thousands of captured Russian rifles to 
some keen traders in Djibouti, who \vill probably sell them to 
Somaliland savages, Afridis, Arab slavers, or any other kind of 
cutthroat who is able to pay for them. This interesting little fact 
has become public because the Times is not at all anxious for 
the tribesmen on the northwest frontier of India to get good 
rifles. But what an enormous supply of discarded anns must find 
its way into the hands of the inferior races of the Dark Con- 
tinent I Surely ” civilization ” has much to answer for in Africa, 
beginning with rum and ending with rifles I 


London, March 23, 1911 


F. McC. 
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WHY THE ARBITRATION TREATIES 
SHOULD STAND 


of the greatest public questions iu America today is based upon the 
value and safety of the general arbitration treaties which have been sub- 
mitted to the Senate by the President with the hope of securing its advice and 
consent to their ratification. Referred to the Senate committee on foreign af- 
fairs, its majority in an able report asserted its desire to see the scope of arbi- 
tration greatly broadened, but expressed the opinion that article HE., paragraph 
3, providing for submitting the arbitrability of questions not otherwise decided 
to the commission of inquiry, should be stricken out as violating the Senate’s 
prerogatives and as inviting the raising of questions affecting national or fed- 
eral . sovereignty or policy. President Taft holds out for the acceptance of the 
paragraph — and thereby the issue is created. 

It is natural and proper that the Senate should guard its constitutional 
treaty-making prerogatives and scrutinize the terms of a treaty. If the 
majority of the Senate committee’s objections are valid, they should be ac- 
cepted-otherwise rejected. In the line of objections, they bring up the appar- 
ently logical points and the present compilation is intended to answer those 
objections which have been officially made. Behind the Senate’s objections is 
the basic question whether the treaties, once become the law of the land, would 
be legally sound. Therefore, the majority report has been chiefly offset here 
by citations of law or of a legal nature, directly quoted where feasible. 

The result of this inquiry shows that the treaty text is satisfactory as it 
stands. The minority report, written in a spirit of compromise, proposed the 
retention of the paragraph to which objection has been made, but conditions it 
by a qualifying resolution. That this is unnecessary is shown below. Owing to 
their length, the supplemented minority views of Senator Burton are not re- 
printed, and the extension of the Root resolution in the manner proposed by 
Senator Bacon has not been given attention owing to its being answered fully 
by President Taft in his address cited under parallel No. 2 below. 

The parallel analysis and arguments printed here are designed to give the 
public an insight into the definite points at issue regarding the pending arbitra- 
tion treaties. No other issues than those dealt with here have any validity in 
connection with the treaties. Unfortunately these issues are technical and it is 
with the purpose of affording the public an opportunity to judge the question 
itself that this compilation has been undertaken. It is desirable that those per- 
sons and organizations who wish the treaties to stand as written should ex- 
press themselves to that effect in communications to their senators. It is 
hoped that this compilation will facilitate such action and WorM Peace Founda- 
tion holds itself ready to assist individuals and organizations in preparing reso- 
lutions covering the points at issue. 
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G)mmittee on Foreign 
Relations Report, Aug. 1 5 

The commitee on foreign relations has 
reported to the Senate, with certain amend- 
ments, two treaties— one with Great 
Britain and one with Prance— for the gen- 
eral arbitration of differences which may 
arise between those countries and the 
United States, and has recommended that 
the treaties, thus amended, be ratified by 
the Senate. In accordance with the instruc- 
tions of the Senate the committee now sub- 
mits its report explaining the provisions of 
flie treaties and the purpose and necessity 
of the amendments proposed. In order to 
understand thoroughly the nature of these 
treaties it is necessary to review briefly 
what has already been accomplished in the 
flame direction and to make clear the char- 
acter of the existing treaties on this sub- 
ject which are to be superseded, and to 
point out the differences between the latter 
and those now before the Senate. 

In 1905 Mr. Hay, then secretary of state, 
negotiated with Great Britain and certain 
other powers general arbitration treaties, 
which were submitted to the Senate by 
President Roosevelt for its advice and con- 
sent. These treaties provided for the sub- 
mission to arbitration of practically all 
questions which did not affect the “vital 
interests, the independence, or the honor of 
the two contracting states and which did 
not concern the interests of third parties.” 
Under these treaties the special agreement, 
which must be entered into in each par- 
ticular case for the purpose of defining 
the questions and the powers of the arbi- 
trators in that case, was to be made by 
the Executive without reference to the Sen- 
ate. By a vote of more than 5 to 1 
the Senate amended these treaties so as to 
secure the submission of all such special 
agreements to the Senate for its advice 
find consent. The treaties thus amended 
were not presented by the administration 
to the other contracting powers and never 
became operative. In 1908 Mr. Boot, then 
secretary of state, negotiated similar 
treaties with various powers in which the 
right of the Senate to advise and consent 
to all special agreements made under these 
treaties was explicitly provided for. Ap- 
proved by President Roosevelt and by him 
submitted to the Senate, these treaties were 
ratified by the Senate without opposition, 
and are still the law of the land. The two 
treaties now submitted remove the excep- 
tions made in their predecessors as to ques- 
tions affecting national honor, vital inter- 


Minority of Committee 
Report Issued on Aug. 21 

We do not consider that the pending 
arbitration treaties involve any abandon- 
ment of the constitutional powers of the 
Senate. The contrary view cannot be main- 
tained except on the theory that all general 
treaties of arbitration involve such an 
abandonment, and no one thinks that is so. 
The difference between a special treaty of 
arbitration and a general treaty of arbitra- 
tion is that, in a special treaty the Presi- 
dent and Senate agree that a particular 
case shall be submitted to arbitration, 
while in a general treaty the President and 
Senate agree that all cases falling within 
certain described classes shall be submitted. 
That is what is done by the now existing 
general treaties of arbitration with Eng- 
land and with France; and that is what is 
done by the first article of the pending 
treaties, with a materially enlarged descrip- 
tion of the class of cases to be submitted. 

The pending treaties also provide that, 
if the parties disagree as to whether any 
particular case comes within the descrip- 
tion of the class which we have agreed to 
arbitrate, the question whether that case 
is one of the cases described shall be sub- 
mitted to the arbitral decision of a joint 
commission. 

We see no obstacle to the submission of 
such a question to decision, just as any 
other question of fact, or mixed fact and 
law, may be submitted to decision [see (5)1. 
Such a submission is not delegating to a 
commission power to say what shall be 
arbitrated; it is merely empowering the 
commission to find whether the particular 
case is one that the President and Senate 
have said shall be arbitrated. 

Provisions of this kind are very com- 
mon in our statutes. For example, when 
Congress provides that a duty shall be 
imposed upon imports of one kind and not 
upon imports of another kind some officer 
has to decide whether goods which are im- 
ported come within the dutiable class or 
not. No one claims that the power to make 
such a decision involves a delegation to 
collectors of customs of legislative power 
to say what goods shall be dutiable. 

It is true that there are some questions 
of national policy and conduct which no 
nation can submit to the decision of any 
one else [See (2) and (8)1, just as there 
are some questions of personal conduct 
which every man must decide for himself. 
The undoubted purpose of the first article 
of these treaties is to exclude such ques- 



ARBITRATION TREATIES 


ests, independence, or the interests of third 
parties, and substitute therefor in Article 
I. a statement of the scope of arbitration 
which is designed by its terms to exclude all 
questions not properly arbitrable. 

Article I. is as follows: “All differences 
hereafter arising between the high contract- 
ing parties, which it has not been possible 
to adjust by diplomacy, relating to mtema- 
tional matters in which the high contracting 
parties are concerned by virtue of a claim of 
right made by one against the other under 
treaty or otherwise, and which are justic- 
iable in their nature by reason of being sus- 
ceptible of decision by the application of 
the principles of law or equity, shall be 
submitted to the Permanent Court of Arbi- 
tration established at The Hague by the 
convention of Oct. 18, 1907, or to some 
other arbitral tribunal as may be decided in 
each case by special agreement, which spe- 
cial agreement shall provide for the organi- 
zation of such tribunal if necessary, define 
the scope of the powers of the arbitrators, 
the question or questions at issue, and settle 
the terms of reference and the procedure 
thereunder. 

“The provisions of articles 37 to 90, 
inclusive, of the convention for the pacific 
settlement of international disputes con- 
cluded at the second peace conference at 
The Hague on Oct. 18, 1907, so far as 
applicable, and unless they are Inconsistent 
with or modified by the provisions of the 
special agreement to be concluded in each 
case, and excepting articles 53 and 54 of 
such convention, snail govern the arbitra- 
tion proceedings to be taken under this 
treaty, 

“The special agreement in each case shall 
be made on the part of the United States 
by the President of the United States, by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate thereof, his majesty’s government 
reserving the right before concluding a spe- 
cial agreement in any matter affecting the 
interests of a self-governing dominion of 
the British empire to obtain the concur- 
rence therein of the government of that 
dominion. 

“Such agreements shall be binding when 
confirmed by the two governments by an 
exchange of notes.” 

It will be observed that by the terms 
of this article every difference arising be- 
tween the two nations is to be submitted 
to arbitration if such differences “are justi- 
ciable in their nature by reason of being 
susceptible of decision by the application 
of the principles of law or equity,” and it 
follows necessarily that all differences which 
are not justiciable in their nature by 
reason of not being susceptible of decision 
by the application of the principles of law 
or equity are excluded from arbitration 


s 

tions from arHtration as non-justiciable. 

If there is danger of misunderstanding 
as to whether such questions are indeed 
effectively excluded by the terms of the 
first article, such a danger, of course, 
should be prevented [See (2), (5) and (8)]. 
No one questions the importance of having 
the line of demarcation between what is 
and what is not to be arbitrated clearly 
understood and free from misunderstand- 
ing; for nothing could be worse than to 
make a treaty for arbitration and then to 
have either party charged by the other 
part with violating it. 

The real objection to the clause which 
commits to the proposed joint commission 
questions whether particular controver- 
sies are arbitrable is not that the com-, 
mission will determine whether the par-* 
ticular case comes within a known line, 
but that the commission, under the gen- 
eral language of the first article, may draw 
the line to suit themselves instead of ob- 
serving a line drawn by the treaty-mak- 
ing power [See (4)]. If we thought this 
could not be avoided without amending 
the treaty, we would vote for the amend- 
ment to strike out the last clause of Article 
III., for it is clearly the duty of the treaty- 
making power, including the Senate as well 
as the President, to draw that line, and 
that duty cannot be delegated to a com- 
mission. 

We do not think, however, that any such 
result is necessary. It certainly is not in- 
tended by the treaty; and it seems that.it 
can be effectively prevented without amend- 
ing the treaty by following a practise for 
which there is abundant precedent, and 
making the construction of the treaty ce^ 
tain by a clause in the resolution of consent 
to ratification. Such a clause being included 
in the formal ratification will advise the 
other party of our construction, and being 
accepted will remain of record as the true 
construction. 

Such a clause may well be, in substance 
[See (7)], as follows: 

The Senate advises and consents to th* 
ratification of the said treaty with the un- 
dersanding, to be made a part of such rati- 
fication, that the treaty does not authorize 
the submission to arbitration of any ques- 
tion which depends upon or involves the 
maintenance of the traditional attitude of 
the United States concerning American 
questions, or other purely governmental 
policy, S. M. CULLOM, 

BUHU BOOT. 
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tmder the terms of this article. It will also 
be observed that all special agreements 
made under this article must be submitted 
to the Senate for its advice and consent. 
To this article the committee recommends 
a slight verbal, amendment, which only 
serves to make clearer the meaning of the 
article and which need not detain us 
here (1). 

If, following the example of the treaties 
of 1908, these treaties stopped at this point 
with the article defining the scope of the 
subjects to be submitted to arbitration, the 
committee would have found ,no difficulty 
In recommending to the Senate its immedi- 
ate ratification. The definition of the 
questions to be submitted to arbitration 
in these new treaties is, it is true, very 
large and general and somewhat indetermi- 
nate. It is stated that these questions are 
to be justiciable by reason of being sus- 
ceptible of decision by the application of 
the principles of law or equity. In Eng- 
land and the United States, and wherever 
the principles of the common law obtain, 
the words “law or equity” have an exact 
and technical significance, but that legal 
system exists nowhere else and does not 
exist in France, with which country one 
of these treaties is made. We are obliged, 
therefore, to construe the word “equity” in 
its broad and universal acceptance as that 
which is “equally right or just to all con- 
cerned; as the application of the dictates 
of good conscience to the settlement of 
controversies.” It will be seen, therefore, 
that there is little or no limit to the ques- 
tions which might be brought within this 
article, provided the two contracting par- 
ties consider them justiciable. 

Under Article I., however, taken by it- 
self no question could be dealt with unless 
the treaty-making powers of both countries 
were agreed that it was justiciable within 
the meaning of the article. The most 
vital point, therefore, to be decided would 
be whether the question was justiciable 
according to the principles of law and 
equity. Every one agrees that there are 
certain questions which no nation, if it 
expects to retain its existence as a nation, 
will ever submit to the decision of any 
one else (2), and by reserving the power to 
pass upon all special agreements each party 
to the contract reserves at the same time 
the power to reject as not justiciable any 
of these questions which it is admitted no 
nation could submit to an outside judgment 
without abandoning its sovereignty and 
Independence. 

The treaties, however, do not stop with 
the article which defines and enlarges the 
scope of arbitration. In Articles II. and 
III, provision Is made for the establishment. 


(1) The change referred to is grammati- 
cal and is indicated by brackets in the 
following reprint of Article I., paragraph 1 : 

All differences hereafter arising between 
the High Contracting Parties, which it has 
not been possible to adjust by diplomacy, 
relating to international matters in which 
the High Contracting Parties are concerned 
by virtue of a claim of right made by one 
against the other under treaty or otherwise, 
and which are justiciable In their nature 
by reason of being susceptible of decision 
by the application of the principles of law 
or equity, shall be submitted to the Perma- 
nent Court of Arbitration established at 
The Hague by the convention of Oct. 18, 
1907, or to some other arbitral tribunal, as 
shall [may] be decided in each case by spe- 
cial agreement, which special agreement 
shall provide for the organization of such 
tribunal if necessary, to define the scope of 
the powers of the arbitrators, the question 
or questions at issue, and settle the terms 
of reference and the procedure thereunder. 


(2) See also minority report and (8) be- 
low* 

“Objection has been made that under the 
first section of this treaty it. might be 
claimed that we would be called upon to 
submit to arbitration the Monroe doctrine, 
our right to exclude foreign peoples from 
our shores, or the question of the validity 
of the southern bonds issued in reconstruc- 
tion days. These suggestions have nothing 
in them. The question of the Monroe pol- 
icy is not a justiciable one. It is one of 
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if either party desires it, of a joint commis- 
sion of inquiry. Such a commission is to 
be preliminary to arbitration and is to 
esamine into and report upon the subject 
of the controversy between the two con- 
tracting parties. These articles follow in 
the main the provisions of the Hague con- 
vention of 1907 now in force for the estab- 
lishment of such commissions. The com- 
mittee ventures to thinh that some of the 
changes here made from The Hague provi- 
sions are not in the direction of an advance, 
but of a retreat, because they revive the 
idea of confining membership in the com- 
mission, if insisted upon by either party, to 
nationals instead of to wholly disinterested 
outsiders (3), which is the conception of 
the Hague convention. But the important 
part of these two articles is contained in 
the last clause of Article III, a point at 
which these two treaties depart widely from 
the Hague provisions. The clause in ques- 
tion is as follows: 

“It is further agreed, however, that In 
cases In which the parties disagree as to 
whether or not a difference is subject to 
artitration under Article I. of this treaty, 
that question shall be submitted to the 
joint high commission of inquiry; and if 
all or all but one of the members of the 
commission agree and report that such dif- 
ference is within the scope of Article I. 
it shall be referred to arbitration in accord- 
ance with the provisions of this treaty.” 

It will be seen by examination of the 
clause just quoted that if the joint com- 
mission, which may consist of one or more 
persons, which may be composed wholly of 
foreigners or wholly of nationals, decides 
that the question before them is justiciable 
under Article I. it must then go to arbitra- 
tion whether the treaty-making power of 
either country believes it to be justiciable or 
not. A special agreement, coming to the 
Senate after the joint commission had de- 
cided the question Involved to be justiciable, 
could not be amended or rejected by the 
Senate on the ground that in their opinion 
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purely governmental policy, which we have 
followed for a century, and which the coun- 
tries of Europe have generally acquiesced in. 
Certainly with respect to this very matter, 
Sir Edward Grey, the secretary of state for 
foreign affairs, has announced publicly that 
the Monroe policy could not be disputed 
by them under this treaty and would not 
come with its terms. With respect to the 
exclusion of immigrants, it is a principle of 
international law that each country may 
allow those to come to its shores whom It 
chooses to have admitted to the country and 
may reject others, and that this is a sub- 
ject of democratic policy which no foreign 
country can interfere in, unless it is cor*- 
ered by a treaty, and then it may become 
properly a question of treaty construction. 
But in the absence of a treaty it is not an 
arbitrable question. With reference to the 
right to involve the United States in a con- 
troversy over the obligation of certain 
southern states to pay bonds issued during 
reconstruction which have been repudiated, 
it is sufficient to say that such a question 
would not come within the treaty, for the 
treaty only affects cases hereafter arising, 
and the cases of the southern bonds all 
arose years ago .” — President Taft to the 
veterans of the G. A. R, at Rochester, R, 7,, 
Aug. 2Z, 1911. 


(3) The choice is left entirely open to 
individual nations by Article IX. of the 
convention of 1907, which speaks of ‘an in- 
ternational commission of inquiry,’ with- 
out detailing its character, while by Article 
XII. nations are specifically allowed to de- 
part, in the case of commissions of in- 
quiry, from the method suggested for the 
formation of arbitration tribunals by tbfif 
choice of non-nationals. 
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the question was not Justiciable and did 
not come within the scope of article I. 
By this clause the constitutional powers of 
the Senate are taken away pro tanto and 
are transferred to a commission, upon the 
composition of which the Senate has no 
control whatever. (4) It is said that the 
powers of the President under the consti- 
tution are given up by the third clause of 
Article III. just as much as those of the 
Senate. If this be true it only makes the 
case more serious, but the President, under 
the provisions of Articles II. and III., al- 
though he would be bound by the decision 
of the commission, can nevertheless control 
the formation of that body. To arrange the 
membership of the joint commission, how- 
ever, so as to defeat an adverse decision 
in advance would not be consonant with 
the spirit of the treaty, but none the less 
that power of Indirect control remains to 
the hands of the President and to his 
hands alone. (4). 

In approving .d^ticle I. of the treaty the 
committee assents to the arbitration of all 
questions coming within the rule there pr^ 
scribed. The terms to which the rule is 
stated are, however, quite vague and indef- 
inite, and they are altogether new in inter- 
national proceedings. It is possible that 
others may take an entirely different view 
from that entertained by the committee or 
by the negotiators of the treaty as to 
what was meant by justiciable or as to 
what was meant by the principles of law or 
equity when applied to international affairs, 
and in the absence of any established rules 
of international law for the construction of 
such provisions and of any precedents 
others might put upon these provisions a 
construction entirely different from that 
which the treaty-making power now Intends. 
Under these circumstances to vest to an 
outside commission the power to say finally 
what the treaty means by its very general 
and indefinite language is to vest to that 
commission the power to make for us an 
entirely different treaty from that which 
we supposed ourselves to be making. (5.) 

The last clause of Article III., therefore, 
the committee on foreign relations advises 
the Senate to strike from the treaty and 
recommends an amendment to that effect 
This recommendation is made because there 
can be no question that through the 
machinery of the joint commission, as pro- 
vided in Articles I. and III., and with the 
last clause of Article III. included, the Sen- 
ate is deprived of its constitutional power 
to pass upon all questions involved 
in any treaty submitted to it in 
accordance with the constitution. (4.) 
The committee believes that it would be a 
violation of the constitution of the United 


(4) Wrong. 

Article II., paragraph 3, makes Articles 
IX. to XXXVI. of The Hague convention 
of 1907 applicable, and Article X., para- 
graph 1, of the latter reads; 

“International commissions of inquiry are 
constituted by special agreement between 
the parties.” 

The Hague convention, whose stipulation 
In this respect is thus made applicable to 
the commission of inquiry under the trea- 
ties, was proclaimed by the President on 
Feb. 28, 1010, subject to ‘declarations 
stated and made by the Senate of the 
United States in its resolution of April 2, 
1908,’ part of which read : 

“Besolved further, as a part of this act 
of ratification, that the United States ap- 
proves this convention with the understand- 
ing that recourse to the permanent court 
for the settlement of differences can be 
had only by agreement thereto through 
general or special treaties of arbitration 
heretofore or hereafter concluded between 
the parties in dispute; and the United 
States now exercises the option contained 
in Article LIII. of said conv<mtion, to ex- 
clude the formulation of the ‘com prom is’ by 
the permanent court, and hereby excludes 
from the competence of the permanent court 
the power to frame the ‘eompromis’ required 
by general or special treaties of arbitra- 
tion concluded or hereafter to be con- 
cluded by the United States, and further 
expressly declares that the ‘eompromis’ re- 
quired by any treaty of arbitration to 
which the United States may be a party 
shall be settled only by agreement be- 
tween the contracting parties, unless such 
treaty shall expressly provide otherwise.” 

( eompromis is the French word, meaning 
special agreement, used in The Hague con- 
vention.) 


(5) “We have negotiated two treaties, 
one with France and one with England, and 
we have constituted two tribunals; First, 
a tribunal of arbitration pure and simple, 
to decide justiciable questions, and these 
are defined to be questions requiring for 
their solution principles of law and equity 
including both domestic and international 
law. To the second tribunal, the joint high 
commission, consisting of three representa- 
tives of the two parties, is committed not 
only the negotiation and recommenda- 
tion, in an advisory capacity, of controver- 
sies arising, but also the final decision, by 
a vote of five to one, as to whether ques- 
tions to respect to which the parties differ 
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States to confer upon an outside commis- 
sion powers which, under the constitution, 
devolve upon the Senate. It seems to the 
committee that the Senate has no more 
right to delegate its share of the treaty- 
making power than Congress has to dele- 
gate the legislative power. THe constitu- 
tion provides that before a treaty can be 
ratified and become the supreme law of the 
land it shall receive the consent of two 
thirds of the senators present. This neces- 
sarily means that each and every part of 
the treaty must receive the consent of two 
thirds of the Senate. It cannot possibly 
mean that only a part of the provisions 
shall receive the consent of the Senate. To 
take away from the Senate the determina- 
tion of the most important question in a 
proposed treaty of arbitration is necessarily 
in violation of the treaty provisions of 
the constitution. The most vital question 
in every proposed arbitration is whether 
the difference is arbitrable. For instance, 
if another nation should do something to 
which we object under the Monroe doctrine 
and the validity of our objection should be 
challenged and an arbitration should be 
demanded by that other nation, the vital 
point would be whether our right to insist 
upon the Monroe doctrine (7) was subject 
to arbitration, and if the third clause of 
Article III. remains in the treaty the Senate 
could be debarred from passing upon that 
question. (4.) 

One of the first of sovereign rights is 
the power to determine who shall come into 
the country and under what conditions. No 
nation, which is not either tributary or 
subject, would permit any other nation to 
compel it to receive the citizens or sub- 
jects of that other nation. If our right 
to exclude certain classes of Immigrants 
were challenged, the question could be 
forced before a joint commission, and if 
that commission decided that the question 
was arbitrable the Senate would have no 
power to reject the special agreement for 
the arbitration of that subject on the 
ground that it was not a question for arbi- 
tration within the contemplation of Article 
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as to their justiciable character are really 
justiciable and come under the first sec- 
tion ot the treaty. The majority of the 
committee on foreign relations in the Sen- 
ate has said that to enter into an agree- 
ment of that sort by the Senate is for the 
Senate to delegate some powers that were 
conferred upon it by the constitution. Well, 
there were not any more powers conferred 
upon the Senate with reference to the mak- 
ing of treaties than there were upon the 
Executive. My proposition is this, that if 
the Senate has power to make an agree- 
ment which shall bind the government and 
therefore bind it to consent to the adjudi- 
cation of any class of questions arising in 
the future, by a board of arbitration, then 
it necessarily follows that it has the right 
to consent to this treaty, for the reason 
that the question arising before this com- 
mission is, what? It is the question of the 
construction of the first section of the 
treaty; and the class of questions most 
likely to arise in arbitration cases is that 
of the construction of the treaty. There- 
fore, all the Senate agrees to do is to abide 
by the judgment of this joint high commis- 
sion as to what the construction of that 
clause shall be in the future when cases 
arise. In other words. It is only agreeing 
to do what it has already agreed to do in 
a dozen treaties, namely, to abide by the 
arbitration of a tribunal as to certain 
classes of questions that arise in the fu- 
ture. They have already done that; there- 
fore, they have assumed the power to bind 
themselves to abide by the judgment as 
to certain classes of questions in the fu- 
ture. Now I am most anxious that that 
feature of the treaty shall be allowed to 
remain in, and I am anxious because I 
want to make this treaty mean something. 
I want it to have a binding effect, to ac- 
complish something.” — President Taft hefore 
the American Bar Association, Boston, Auff, 
3, 1911. 

“It is no new thing for the law-making 
power, acting either through treaties made 
by the President and Senate, or by the 
more common method of acts of Congress, 
to submit the decision of questions, not 
necessarily of judicial cognizance, either 
to the final determination of executive offi- 
cers, or to the decision of such officers 
in the first instance, with such opportunity 
for judicial review of their action as Con- 
gress may see fit to authorize or permit.” 
— Supreme Court of the United States, 1892, 
in Fong 7ue Ting vs. United States, 149 
United States Reports, 714. 
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I, (6) In the same way our territorial 
Integrityj the rights of each state, and of 
the United States to their territory might 
be forced before a joint commission, and 
under article 3, in certain contingencies, 
we should have no power to prevent our 
title to the land we inhabit from being 
tried before a court of arbitration, 


(7) Today no nation on earth would thinfe 
of raising these questions with the United 
States, and the same is true of other ques- 
tions which will readily occur to everybody. 


But if we accept this treaty with the third 
clause of Article III. included we invite 
other nations to raise these very questions 
and to endeavor to force them before an 
arbitral tribunal. (8) Such an invitation 
would be a breeder of war and not of peace, 
and would rouse a series of disputes, now 
happily and entirely at rest, into malign and 
dangerous activity. To issue such an Invita- 
tion is not, in the opinion of the commit- 
tee, the way to promote that universal 
peace which we all most earnestly desire. 


(6) Incorrect. 

By virtue of Article I., paragraph 1, and 
Article II., paragraph 3, the normal method 
of arbitration or Inquiry is in accordance 
with the terms of The Hague convention, 
although an option is offered. It would 
imply no bad faith to choose the method 
prescribed by The Hague convention, in 
which case the resolution cited in (4), 
above, becomes operative. Moreover, a spe- 
cial agreement is a treaty, and consequently 
must be made by the proper treaty-making 
machinery of a nation. Thus, even in case 
of selecting the other ootion, the Senate 
would necessarily and of right pass upon 
the special agreement for any arbitration 
whatsoever. 

(7) Inaccurate. 

As pointed out, the pending treaties 
make submission to court at The Hague 
the normal method of arbitration, and con- 
sequently the commission of inquiry would 
have to consider any questions brought 
before it as to their arbitrability in the 
light of the terms of acceptance of The 
Hague convention by the United States. 
The following reserve was incorporated In 
the protocol of signature to the conven- 
tion of Oct. 18, 1907, and, by reason of 
its acceptance by the Senate in its reso- 
lution advising ratification and its pub- 
lication in the President’s proclamation of 
the convention on Feb. 28, 1910, this re- 
serve necessarily conditions the convention : 

Nothing contained in this convention 
shall be construed as to require the United 
States of America to depart from its tra- 
ditional policy of not intruding upon, In- 
terfering with, or entangling itself in the 
political questions of policy or internal ad- 
ministration of any foreign state; nor shall 
anything contained in the said convention 
be construed to imply a relinquishment by 
the United States of its traditional atti- 
tude toward purely American questions. 


(8) Possible, but safeguarded by the 
provisions of the treaties, for the procedure 
would be as follows: 

Such a question would not immediately 
appear to be arbitrable, and it would there- 
fore go to the commission of inquiry in 
one or other of its capacities; that is, for 
report on the facts involved or as to com- 
ing under the definition of arbitrable cases 
given in Article I. 

If submitted for a report on the facts, 
the United States, under Article II., would 
have the right to have the reference of the 
question postponed one year ‘after the date 
of formal request therefor, in order to af- 
ford an opportunity for diplomatic discus- 
sion and adjustment of the questions In 
controversy.’ Thus the parties to the con- 
troversy would he estopped from starting 
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a scourge of *war scares’ for a year, and 
the burden of settlement would be thrown 
npon diplomacy with the full understand- 
ing that the commission of inquiry would 
take the case at the expiration of a year 
if no decision had been reached. The 
questions suggested by the majority com- 
mittee report are exceptional and mani- 
festly untenable at international law. No 
such question could be maintained by mere 
aggressive action for twelve months short 
of war, from which recourse the contract- 
ing parties to the treaties are obviously 
debarred for that period. The commission 
of inquiry, in the case presumed, would be 
constituted by a special agreement [See 
(6)1 stating the question at issue, negoti- 
ated by the state department and ‘ratified 
by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate.* 

If the question should be assigned orig- 
inal jurisdiction under Article III., par- 
agraph 3, with the idea of having its arbit- 
rability under Article I. determined, this 
would be done by special agreement ratified 
with the advice and consent of the Senate 
[See (6)], and since nothing in the treaty 
is to the contrary, it would obviously be no 
violation of the treaty’s letter or spirit for 
the Senate to scrutinize the terms of refer- 
ence carefully and to insist on their meeting 
its views. Other nations are fully aware 
of this constitutional requirement in the 
United States, and are prepared to con- 
sider its effect on their relations with this 
country. The question, submitted as to its 
arbitrability and as defined in the special 
agreement, would have to be decided as 
arbitrable by all or five out of six of the 
commission in order to be held as coming 
within Article I., a decision favorable to 
its arbitration would have to contemplate 
the reservation the United States has 
placed upon The Hague convention, and 
that circumstance in Itself would exclude 
questions relating to territory and purely 
American affairs. 

A decision adverse to the arbitrability 
of the question would obviously rule it 
out of the scope of the treaty, and it must 
be borne in mind that the only possible 
decisions would be for or against arbitra- 
tion. The kind of case the Senate com- 
mittee majority chooses as illustrative of 
its point is the most unlikely to arise of 
any type of international difficulty between 
first-class nations, and the accepted tenets 
of international law would seriously mili- 
tate against the success of any territorial 
claim being submitted to arbitration under 
the terms of the treaties. 

No nation, under the terms of the trea- 
ties, could insist on the adoption of the 
alternative me.thod of arbitration without 
recourse to The Hague, for territorial or 
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To take from the Senate, In any degree 
or by any means, tbe power of saying 
whether a given question is one for arbitra- 
tion or not is to destroy the power of the 
Senate on the most important point to be 
decided in connection with differences aris- 
ing with any other nation. (9) Even if it 
were constitutional, to deprive the Senate 
to this extent of their share in the treaty- 
making power would be most unwise and 
most perilous. The Senate of the United 
States is as earnestly and heartily in favor 
of peace and of the promotion of universal 
peace by arbitration as any body of men, 
ofBcial or unofficial, anywhere in the world, 
or as any one concerned in the negotiation 
of arbitration treaties. The history of the 
United States for a period of more than 70 
years exhibits a record of arbitration trea- 
ties unequaled by that of any other nation 
on earth. Every one of those treaties has 
received the cordial assent of the Senate 
of the United States. The Senate today 
is heartily in favor, in the opinion of the 
committee, of enlar^g to the utmost prac- 
ticable limit the scope of general arbitration 
treaties. The committee recommends to the 
Senate the approval of the enlarged scope 
for arbitration proposed in Article I., but it 
declines to admit that the destruction of 
the constitutional powers of the Senate is 
necessary to the promotion of peace and 
arbitration, or that their maintenance dim- 
inishes by a hair’s breadth the enlarged 
scope which these treaties propose for arbi- 
tration as the true method for the settle- 
ment of international controversies. 

We have discussed the abandonment of 
the power of the Senate to take part in 
the construction and application of the 
treaty in particular cases as they arise 
with no selfish concern for the prerogatives 
or rights of the Senate itself, but rather 
with solicitude that the Senate shall per- 
form the duty which has been Imposed 
upon it by the constitution, and shall not, 
by its own acti deprive itsdf of the power 


any other questions; and so long as arbi- 
tration takes place under The Hague con- 
vention, it is conditioned in all cases to 
which the United States is a party, by 
the reservation quoted in (7). This is the 
final safeguard against the introduction of 
questions affecting the sovereign rights 
of the contracting nations. 

There is no doubt of the sequence of 
this procedure as stated here, and the 
knowledge of this will effectually preclude 
other nations from introducing such ques- 
tions, which, be it noted, are likewise not 
‘in accordance with law and equity’ under 
international law. 

The treaties are bipartite, and there- 
fore it must be remembered in this con- 
nection that each party is binding itself 
equally. The other contracting parties have 
exactly the same right to fear such buga- 
boos as has the United States. Neither 
Great Britain nor Prance has expressed 
any such apprehension and Sir Edward 
Grey has definitely stated that the Monroe 
doctrine is not within the scope of the 
treaty. 


(9) Invalid. Compare (4). 

“It is said that we are asking the Senate 
to abdicate some of its functions, in con- 
senting to the ratification of these trea- 
ties. I confess I follow this claim with 
very little sympathy or acquiescence. The 
Senate is part of the treaty-making power 
of the country. A treaty is a contract. It 
is an agreement by which if the govern- 
ment of the United States is a party those 
who represent it may bind it to a certain 
course of action in the future. That is in- 
volved in the power to make a treaty it- 
self. A contract— a treaty— is a stipulation 
as to the future conduct of those who enter 
into it Now if we have power to enter 
Into arbitration we have the power to agree 
to enter into arbitration under conditions 
that are described in the treaty, and as 
we have the right to leave the interests 
of the country to a judgment of the court 
to which it is submitted by agreement we 
certainly have the right to submit to that 
court to decide whether the particular In- 
stance and difference which has arisen or 
shall arise in the future is within the 
description of the treaty and* of the obliga- 
tion which we entered into in the treaty. 
To say that this is an abdication of the 
functions of the Senate is to say that it 
is not the function of the Senate to make 
an agreement at all which shall bind the 
government. I have no desire to minimize 
in the slightest degree the importance of 
the Senate as part of the treaty-making 
power. But when the prerogatives of the 
Senate are spoken of, the term preroga- 
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to perform that duty. The Inclusion of the 
Senate as a part of the treaty-making power 
was provided upon mature consideration 
In the constitution and was deemed to be 
adapted to our system of government. It 
on the whole, proved of the highest 
usefulness for the prevention of hasty and 
ill-considered agreements with other powers 
and for the preservation of the Interests 
of all and every part of the American 
people. So long as that duty rests upon us 
we must continue to perform it with cour- 
age and firmness and without evasion or 
abdication. 

The committee itself, and in the opinion 
of the committee, the Senate also, has no 
desire to contract the ample boundaries set 
to arbitration in the first article. But it 
must be remembered that if we enter into 
these treaties with Great Britain and 
France we must make like treaties in pre- 
cisely the same terms with any other 
friendly power which calls upon us to do 
so. This adds to the gravity of the action 
now to be taken, for nothing could be so 
harmful to the cause of peace and arbitra- 
tion or to their true interests as to make 
a general arbitration treaty which should 
not be scrupulously and exactly observed. 
(10) As has been already said, there are 
questions which no nation will consent to 
submit to the decision of any one but them- 
selves. The only way to keep such ques- 
tions from being forced forward, which is 
In itself promotive of dissension, ill-feeling 
and perhaps war, is by the reservation 
to each of the contracting parties of the 
power to decide whether or not a question 
is properly justiciable within the letter and 
spirit of the treaty. 

There are certain questions at the pres- 
ent stage of human development which, If 
thus forced forward for arbitration, would 
be rejected by the country affected without 
regard to whether, in so doing, they broke 
the general arbitration treaty or not. In 
the opinion of the committee it should not 
be possible, under the terms of any treaty, 
for such a deplorable situation to arise. 
Nothing ought to be promised that we are 
not absolutely certain that we can carry 
out to the letter. If the third clause of 
Article III. remains In the treaty it is quite 
possible that the unhappy situation just 
described might arise and the treaty would 
then become, not what we fondly hope it 
will be, a noble instrument of peace, but 
an ill-omened breeder of bitterness and war. 
For that reason, as well as on constitutional 
grounds and in the best interests of peace 
and arbitration Itself, the committee recom- 
mends that this clause be stricken from 
the treaty. 
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tive does not make the power which it 
Intends the Senate has any more sacred 
than the power of the Executive in re- 
spect to the same subject matter. If the 
Executive and the Senate acting together 
may make a contract of submission to ar- 
bitration there is very little limitation upon 
the scope of the question which they have 
power to submit,” — President Taft "before 
the Methodist camp-meeting at Ocean Grove, 
N. J., Aug. 15, 1911. 


(10) There is precedent for the present 
treaties in a successful convention between 
Norway and Sweden which has been scrupu- 
lously and exactly observed. 

“It is a well-known fact that Norway 
and Sweden have made an agreement to 
settle all differences except those of vital 
interest and national honor by submission to 
The Hague tribunal, and they have further 
agreed that when they differ as to whether 
the controversy arising is arbitrable under 
the treaty, or is within the exception, to 
submit that question to the board of arbi- 
tration for its final decision. Now, if I 
understand the attitude of the majority of 
the Senate committee, it is that they have 
no power, and therefore the Government 
has no power to enter into a treaty by 
which we shall agree to submit to a third 
person, constituting an independent tribu- 
nal, the question whether we are bound 
under a treaty to abide by the judgment of 
the tribunal as to a particular issue. I 
cannot exaggerate the Importance of escap- 
ing from the limited and narrow view the 
majority of the Senate committee takes of 
the powers of the Senate in this regard and 
of securing action by the Senate sustaining 
the minority view. The ideal toward which 
we are all working with these treaties is 
the ultimate establishment of an arbitral 
court to which we shall submit our Inter- 
national controversies with the same free- 
dom and the same dependence on the judg- 
ment as in case of domestic courts. If the 
Senate cannot bind itself to submit ques- 
tions of jurisdiction arising under the 
treaty, as Norway and Sweden have done, 
for instance, then the prospect of real and 
substantial progress Is most discouraging.” 
— President Taft, at the Connecticut State 
Fair, Hartford, September 7, 19X1 
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“PLAY THE GAME TO THE END” 

“We cannot make omelets without breaking eggs; we cannot submit 
international questions to arbitration without the prospect of losing; and 
if arbitration is to be effective, and is to cover the ground that shall really 
promote the cause of peace and prevent war, it must cover questions of 
the utmost interest to both countries. If the subject of arbitration is 
merely for discussion in peace societies and is only for the purpose of 
furnishing a text for an address like that I am delivering to you, and 
if the result is not to mean real victory for one party and real defeat for 
the other, certainly the time of diplomatic officers, who have many other 
things to do, ought not to be wasted on it I am very serious in my 
advocacy of arbitration as a means of settling international disputes, and 
I believe that you are. I am willing to abide an adverse decision in a 
court of arbitration for my own country, even though it may impose 
a serious loss upon her, if the system of arbitration is to be made perma- 
nent and the court is of such a character that when I have a just cause 
I can count on receiving a just judgment If we are going into the 
arbitration game, if I may call it such, we must play it through to the 
end, and we must take our hard knocks with equanimity, as we expect 
others to take theirs, with the hope and knowledge that the disadvantages 
that may accrue to each party can never equal the horrible losses of war.’^ 
^Presidmt Taft, Ufore the Methodist cam^-meeting at Oceam Qrove, E J., 


August 15, 191L 



I 


ARBITRATION TREATIES 


15 


SUGGESTED FORM OF RESOLUTION 

Whereas, The completion of the general arbitration treaties signed 
on August 3, 1911, between the United States and Great Britain and France 
has been delayed by the failure of the Senate to advise their ratification, 
because it is alleged by its Committee on Foreign Affairs in its Majority 
Beport that “to take from the Senate, in any degree or by any means, the 
power to say whether a given question is one for arbitration or not, is to 
destroy the power of the Senate on the most important point to be decided 
in connection with differences arising with any other nation” ; 

Whereas, President Taft, in his address before the American Bar 
Association in Boston on August 31, 1911, satisfactorily answered this 
statement when he said: The question arising before this Commission of 
Inquiry is the construction of the first section of the treaty. “Therefore, 
all the Senate agrees to do is to abide by the judgment of this joint High 
Commission as to what the construction of that clause shall be in the future 
when cases arise. In other words, it is only agreeing to do what it has 
already agreed to do in a dozen treaties, namely, to abide by the arbi- 
tration of certain classes of questions that arise in the future”; 

Therefore, Be it resolved, that this association indorses the view of 
the President and urges the Senate to adopt it by accepting the treaties 
without amendment of Article III, paragraph 3, over which disagreement 
has arisen. 
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WAR NOT INEVITABLE 


By Hon. John W. Foster 

EX-SECRETARY OF STATE 

I have been asked to speak on the topic, “ War not Inevita- 
ble,” and to illustrate it from the history of our own country. 

At the veiy threshold of the consideration of such a subject the 
question presents itself : Is it reasonable to expect peace among 
the nations of the earth, and is it practicable to maintain such 
peace? I fear that the prevailing answer to these questions 
would be in the negative. Among even the most enlightened 
and Christian nations is there not a predominant sentiment that 
war is not only inevitable, but that sometimes it is necessary ? 

The substitute for or preventive of war, arbitration, is held 
to be merely a method of adjusting minor international differ- 
ences, and it is contended that political questions involving 
national policy, honor, or territoiy should not be relegated to a 
tribunal however exalted, but that in the extreme resort they 
must be determined by the arbitrament of war. 

Besides, there are many who claim that war is not an un- 
mixed evil; that it stimulates patriotism; that it makes men 
more virile; that it reduces a redundant population; that it is a 
healthy stimulus among nations ; that decay and disintegration 
are the fate of nations which do not maintain a state of pre- 
paredness for war. 

Writers of the history of nations, the chroniclers of wars, and 
most statesmen "are inclined to take one or more of the fore- 
going pessimistic views of the relations of states to each other. 


Add7'ess at the N^ew England Peace Congress, Hartford, Conn., May 

3 
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An Englishman, one of the most intelligent writers on questions 
of the Far East, the recent storm center of war, in a late work 
on “ The Coming Struggle in Eastern Asia,” uses this language : 
“The sterilization begotten of a long peace is as much the 
nemesis of a nation as the vaingloiy of a Napoleon who threw 
himself to the other extreme. Moderation in war and modera- 
tion in peace is the line along which the successful nation must 
necessarily progress. It is impossible to conceive of a world 
presided over by international lawgivers, such as is the strange 
ideal of some. To succeed in realizing such dreams it would 
first be necessary to emasculate mankind. War is necessary to 
mankind. All history shows it to be inevitable.” 

A senator of the United States, one of the most prominent 
and influential members of that high legislative body, was 
recently approached with a view to securing his cooperation in 
a movement for the establishment of a permanent international 
tribunal of arbitral justice, such as was proposed at the last 
Hague Peace Conference. The report to me of the gentleman 
who conferred with the senator is as follows : “ The senator 
pooh-poohed the idea of a permanent, judicial, and binding 
court of arbitration. He said the war expenditures were trivial 
(except pensions, which cannot be touched), and that the 
United States would never agree to refer questions involving 
the honor or territory of this country to any court of arbitra- 
tion; that the people would never tolerate such a suggestion 
for a moment.” 

Do this British author and this American statesman represent 
any considerable body of public sentiment among our Anglo- 
American peoples? If so, the friends of international peace 
have a serious task before them in converting the English- 
speaking world to a policy of peace and goodwill among the 
nations. Our history shows that war is popular with the masses 
of our people. The conduct of our legislators and public men 
in times of controversy with foreign governments has been 
largely controlled by their knowledge that the great body of 
the people would approve heartily a call to arms. Hence the 
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important work before us is to seek to create a strong public 
sentiment hostile to war. It is apparent that at present it does 
not exist in our countiy. 

Let us examine the assertions that war is inevitable and 
sometimes necessary. We have been accustomed to look upon 
the contests of past ages as inspired by the spirit of conquest 
or entered upon under trivial pretexts and without reason, to 
satisfy the whims of autocratic or ambitious rulers; but that 
since the nations of Europe and America have assumed the 
form of constitutional and representative governments they 
have not appealed to arms except for alleged grave reasons of 
state involving the honor and high interests of the countries 
concerned. The United States, since it attained its independ- 
ence, has been in three foreign wars. These were entered 
upon under the constitutional requirement of an express vote 
of Congress. It may throw some light upon the subject we 
are discussing if we inquire how far these three wars were 
inevitable or necessary. 

I premise by sa3dng that the Revolutionary War was a revolt 
from the mother countiy, and therefore does not fall within the 
categoiy of foreign wars; and yet, if the controversy which 
occasioned it had arisen in the last quarter of the nineteenth 
century in place of the eighteenth, there would have been no 
necessity for it. More than fifty years ago, when there was 
considerable agitation in Canada for independence or annexa- 
tion to the United States, the London Times ^ reflecting the sen- 
timents of the government and people of Great Britain, used 
this positive language : “ We have been taught wisdom by ex- 
perience, and the most valuable as well as the most cosdy of 
our lessons has been taught by the barren issue of a conflict 
with a province which from remonstrance drifted to rebellion 
and crowned rebellion with independence. We should not go 
to war for the sterile honor of retaining a reluctant colony in 
subjection. We should not purchase an unwilling obedience by 
the outlay of treasure or blood.” Should Canada to-day, reso- 
lutely and with a fair degree of unanimity, determine to set up 
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an independent government, it would meet with no armed 
opposition from Great Britain. 

The War of 1812, our first foreign conflict, was far from 
being inevitable. While it was justifiable, according to the rules 
of international law, the better sentiment of the country was 
opposed to it. The President, Mr. Madison, did all in his 
power to prevent it, but he was overruled by a few fiery spirits 
in Congress known as the “War Hawks,"' Henry Clay and 
John C. Calhoun, then young men, being the leaders who 
played upon the sentiment of hostility at that time so fresh 
against England. The declaration of war was passed by Con- 
gress after a long and heated debate, a large minority vote 
being cast against it. Five days after this action, but unknown 
in America owing to the slow means of communication, the 
Orders in Council were repealed, and thus the main cause of 
the war was removed. 

The fateful decision had been made, and Mr. Clay, the leader 
of the war party, predicted the conquest of Canada and that 
we would dictate peace at Quebec or Halifax. But our armies 
crossed the frontier only to be driven back in defeat, and 
though we gained some glory on the water, the conflict was 
barren of results, and we made peace without settling a single 
question about which we entered on the contest. Never was 
a war more fruitless in its conclusion. It was neither inevitable 
nor necessary. 

It is the judgment of history that our second foreign war — 
that with Mexico — was provoked on our part, and that it was 
largely inspired by the spirit of slavery extension. Although 
the annexation of Texas, a revolted colony of Mexico, led to 
the armed contest, the immediate cause of the conflict was a 
disputed question of territory. Our government at the same 
time had a similar territorial question on our northwest coast 
with Great Britain even of a more heated character. The party 
which elected Mr. Poik to the presidency had declared for 
“fifty-four forty or fight”; that is, we must contend at the 
hazard of war for our extreme claim against England. But just 
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then the British had concluded a war with China, and had a 
strong army and a formidable navy which could be sent at 
once to the territory in dispute. Under such circumstances 
our government prudently decided to make terms with England, 
and surrendered our claim to more than half of the territoiy 
in dispute. 

Our conduct with our weaker neighbor on the south was in 
marked contrast. Without waiting for the result of negotiations, 
President Polk, with no authority from Congress, sent an army 
under General Taylor to occupy the disputed territoiy, and 
thus precipitated a war which, as I have said, in the judgment 
of historians, almost without exception, has been pronounced 
not only unnecessary but unjustifiable. A book has recently 
appeared which is written with a view to reverse this judgment, 
but it furnishes new proofs to sustain the judgment, in the 
declaration of President Tyler, who brought about the annexa- 
tion of Texas, that the question of boundaries was purposely 
left open for negotiation,” which he expected would be adjusted 
“by pacific arrangement”; and he accused his successor of 
having precipitated war by advancing Taylor’s troops to the 
Rio Grande. Although the results of the war were greatly to 
the advantage of the United States, that does not change the 
fact that it was provoked on our part and was one of conquest 
and injustice. 

The Civil War was domestic, not international, in its charac- 
ter, and hence not to be included in our' present examination, 
but it may be remarked in passing that, though possibly the 
questions of the right of secession and the continued existence 
of slavery could not have been settled in the existing state of 
public sentiment except by a resort to arms, yet how much 
more economical it would have been to have purchased peace 
by paying the fuU value of every slave emancipated ; and how 
many thousands of lives would have been saved, the wretched 
experience of reconstruction days have been avoided, and the 
bitterness and hate engendered by the fearful contest never 
have been created. 
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The war with Spain possessed some of the characteristics of 
that of 1812 with Great Britain. The President was strongly 
opposed to a resort to arms and struggled for peace to the last, 
but the feeling in Congress and the agitation in the press called 
loudly for hostilities. I entertain no doubt that the Spanish gov- 
ernment would have granted at the end of the negotiations the 
demand of our government for the complete colonial autonomy 
of Cuba and practical independence such as Canada enjoys. 
But the ill-timed catastrophe of the explosion of the Maine in 
the harbor of Havana seemed to cause our people to lose their 
reason and led the President to intrust the issue to Congress, 
where it was hastily decided. 

The cause of the destruction of the Maine has not yet been 
accurately ascertained. The Spanish government proposed 
that the question be submitted to an international court of in- 
quiry, but our government declined the proposal, preferring to 
rely upon the report of our own navy officials. From my 
acquaintance with the Spanish people I have never been able 
to bring myself to believe that the catastrophe was caused by 
Spanish officials, or with their knowledge. There has been an 
almost criminal neglect on our part to raise the Maine whose 
wreck lies as an unsightly obstruction in the harbor of Havana, 
with the festering bodies of many scores of gallant men denied 
a soldier’s burial. From my conversation with officers of high 
rank in the navy, I am inclined to the belief that our delin- 
quency in this respect is occasioned by the fear that it would 
be found that the destruction was caused by an internal explo- 
sion, and that the war was precipitated by an event for which 
the Spanish government was in no wise responsible. 

The Maine disaster was not the declared object of the war, 
but the independence of Cuba; and diplomacy to that end 
had not exhausted its resources when Congress took action. 
President Taft has recently declared it to have been an altruis- 
tic war. That is true, but how far one nation is justified in 
imposing upon another through its army and navy its ideas 
of political morality and government is an open question. Our 
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experience with Cuba, Porto Rico, and the Philippines in the 
last ten years has presented to us in a new light some of the 
embarrassments Spain had to contend with in the government 
of those islands, and has created a division of sentiment among 
us as to the wisdom of assuming responsibility for their govern- 
ment. But it is historically correct to assert that the war was 
forced upon Spain by us, and that it might easily have been 
avoided with honor. 

The Spanish War has demonstrated the evil effects of an 
aggressive war, entered upon without proper deliberation, under 
the whip and spur of undue public excitement. If before that 
war was declared Spain had offered to transfer to us the island 
of Porto Rico for one fourth or one fifth of the cost of that 
war, we would not have accepted the offer. We would have 
said that the island was of little or no strategic importance, and 
would be an element of weakness rather than strength to our 
continental territory ; that the people were without experience 
in government, without sympathy with our institutions, of dif- 
ferent race, language, and religion, very ignorant and of a low 
grade of morality, a people whom it would require generations 
of time to assimilate with us ; that, so far from shedding one 
drop of American blood for their acquisition, we would find the 
island a constant expense and incubus, and we should have 
declined even its free gift. Much less would we have accepted 
the Philippines on the other side of the globe, if offered us 
before the war, for one half of the hundreds of millions which 
it cost us, with a population even more objectionable than that 
of Porto Rico, largely pagan and Mohammedan, a territory 
which would be an element of weakness in time of war and a 
heavy expense in peace. 

So, too, it might have cooled the warlike ardor of many an 
American taxpayer to have been told that the war upon which 
we were about to enter would end in the permanent enlarge- 
ment of our militaiy establishment, that our navy would seek 
rivalry with the greatest nations of Europe, and that our annual 
expenses for mffiary purposes would amount to seventy-two 
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per cent of the entire government expenditures. These con- 
siderations, with others of a like nature, if they had been properly 
and calmly examined by the people of the United States, might 
have led our Congress to delay, if not forego, the acts which 
inaugurated the hostilities against Spain. We never can tell to 
what extremities a foreign war may lead us. 

The examination of the detailed facts attending the origin of 
our foreign wars shows that in every case the initial step attend- 
ing hostilities was taken by us, that they were not inevitable, 
and that they all might have been avoided with honor. And 
the same may be said of almost all wars of modem times, 
especially those between civilized and Christian nations. Secre- 
tary Elihu Root has well stated the situation in his address at 
the la3dng of the corner-stone of the building for the Bureau of 
the American Republics, when he said: “There 'are no inter- 
national controversies so serious that they cannot be settled 
peaceably if both parties really desire peaceable settlement; 
while there are few causes of dispute so trifling that they can- 
not he made the occasion of war if either party really desires 
war. s'The matters in dispute between nations are nothing ; the 
spirit which deals with them is everything.”,} 

The truth of Mr. Root’s assertion has been well illustrated 
in our relations with Great Britain, and the history of these 
relations shows how easy it is for nations to avoid war if they 
desire to do so. If we review the relations of the two countries 
since our independence, we shall find that almost every possible 
question of controversy of an international character has arisen 
between them; some of them of the most irritating and threat- 
ening character, and yet in only one instance did they fail of 
a peaceful and honorable settlement. It may be profitable to 
note some of these events. 

Soon after our treaty of peace and independence in 1783, 
serious trouble arose respecting the execution of its stipulations, 
and the angry controversy threatened to again open hostilities. 
But President Washington adopted the extraordinary course of 
sending our Chief Justice, * John Jay, to London as a special 
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plenipotentiary. A treaty was signed, but so strongly was it 
opposed at home that it was approved by the Senate by a bare 
constitutional majority. By its terms matters which could not 
otherwise be adjusted were referred to arbitration commissioners. 

I have already discussed the facts attending the War of 1812, 
and shown that in this single instance in which we have resorted 
to war with Great Britain it was brought on by our own pre- 
cipitate action, and might have been avoided with honor. 

In 1817, when General Jackson invaded Florida, and seized 
and hung two British subjects, the state of public feeling in 
England was so intense that the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
stated that war might have been declared “ if the Ministry had 
but held up a finger.” But our government had the manliness 
to disavow the act and the war cloud passed. 

The contention ];-especting the northeastern boundary between 
Maine and Canada was for many years the subject of angiy con- 
troversy. At one time the armed forces of the two adjoining 
sections were so near to opening hostilities that it was necessary 
to dispatch General Scott to the scene, backed by the authority 
of the federal government, to quell the excitement and prevent 
open war. In time a peaceful settlement was found by the 
special British plenipotentiary sent to Washington and Secretary 
Webster. 

Not long afterwards a similar controversy arose over the 
northwest boundary. A president was elected upon a platform 
demanding our extreme territorial pretension, with the campaign 
cry of “ fifty-four forty or fight.” But after the excitement of 
the campaign was past, the Secretary of State and the British 
minister, in the calm domain of diplomacy, sought and found a 
middle course which brought peace with honor. 

We all remember the “ Trent ” affair during our Civil War, 
when, with the angry passions of that fratricidal strife at their 
height, our Congress and people went wild with commendation 
of the illegal act of our heroic naval commander, and the British 
army and navy were promptly put in battle array to resent the 
insult to their flag. But President Lincoln and Secretary Seward 
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pursued the only honorable course, acknowledged the error, 
released the Confederate prisoners, and the danger was over. 

The histoiy of that critical period in the life of our nation 
contains a narrative of the trials through which we passed in 
our relations with Great Britain, when our representative, 
Charles Francis Adams, declared to the Ministiy that the con- 
duct of their government relative to the Confederate cruisers 
meant war, and gave the warning that after our domestic strife 
was over we should hold their government responsible for its 
imfriendly course in the hour of our distress. On the return of 
peace, when the ‘‘ Alabama claims ” were pressed and a settle- 
ment by arbitration was proposed, the answer of the Ministry 
then in power was that the matter involved the dignity of the 
British Crown and the honor of the British nation, and that 
these could not be made the subject of arbitration. But after 
the passions awakened by the war had subsided and a new 
Ministry was called to power in Great Britain, the question of 
national honor disappeared and the matters in dispute were 
referred to arbitration. There is no more illustrious page in 
the annals of America or Great Britain than the record of the 
Geneva arbitration tribunal. 

The settlement of the northwest boundary by the treaty of 
1846, owing to want of geographical knowledge or accuracy 
of language, was followed by a dispute as to San Juan Island, 
which was being colonized by both American and Canadian 
settlers. Angry controversy arose and armed strife was threat- 
ened, which was only allayed by again dispatching General 
Scott to the disputed territoiy. After various attempts at ad- 
justment by diplomacy extending through a series of years, the 
question was submitted to the arbitration of the emperor of Ger- 
many, who rendered a decision in favor of the United States. 

Only a few years ago the Alaskan boundaiy was the subject 
of conflicting claims and angry debates in legislative halls and 
the public press. We felt that our claim was so strong and our 
occupation so long that arbitration of the question was out 
of place. After diplomacy had exhausted its resources, the 
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question went finally to a joint commission, and by the award 
of the British judge the claim of the United States was 
sustained. 

From the veiy foundation of our government the Northeast 
fisheries have been a subject of irritation and dispute. It is one 
of the troublesome questions to adjust in the negotiations re- 
sulting in the treaty of peace and independence of 1783. Time 
and again vain efforts have been made to settle it by treaty 
stipulations. Almost all of our great statesmen and diplomats 
during the past centuiy and a quarter have participated in the 
attempts at settlement. Many of our vessels have been seized, 
and their officers and crews imprisoned and other summary 
treatment inflicted on them by the authorities of Canada and 
Newfoundland ; and great indignation has been manifested in 
our country thereat. Finally this question, hoary with diplo- 
matic age and parliamentary debate, has been referred to the 
arbitration of a Hague tribunal, and before the present year 
closes it is hoped that this specter of danger to the peace of 
the two nations will be forever laid at rest. 

Every one of these questions of difference just mentioned 
possessed sufficient elements of honor, vital interests, or national 
concern to warrant their being casus belli if either of the parties 
thereto, as Mr. Root expressed it, had really desired war. And 
doubtless if we had sought settlement of any one of them by 
militaiy force tens of thousands of patriots would have rushed 
to our standard to defend the interests of the country by 
slaughtering their kinsmen, and our legislators would have 
cheerfully voted appropriations of hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars to defend an interest npt worth probably a tithe of the 
cost. What better illustration can we have of the wisdom of 
the policy of the peaceful settlement of international questions 
of difference pursued by the United States and Great Britain 
during the last hundred years ? And if this policy may be so 
successfully followed by two proud nations which have so many 
intricate and irritating questions to settle, why may it not be 
followed with profit by and with other nations of the world ? 
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These two governments have likewise furnished an illustrious 
example of successful naval disarmament. The close of the War 
of 1812 found a large naval armament of both nations on the 
Great Lakes. It was agreed that all of these should be removed, 
and that thereafter each government would limit itself to main- 
taining one vessel on each of the lower lakes and two on the 
upper lakes, the vessels not to exceed one hundred tons and to 
cany only one eighteen-pound cannon ; and that thenceforth no 
vessels of war should be built on these lakes. Since the date 
of that agreement their shores have become the home of a vast 
population and their waters of an immense commerce, but there 
has been no need of a great navy to preserve the peace or 
protect that commerce. 

Within the past few weeks we have had another illustration 
of the advantages of peaceful negotiations over threats of hos- 
tile conduct. Under the existing tariff act the President of the 
United States is empowered to impose by proclamation a heavy 
retaliation duty on the products of any country which discrimi- 
nated unfairly against our commerce. It would have been easy 
for our President, under a strict interpretation of the law and 
of Canadian treaties, to have applied to our northern neighbors 
our maximum tariff, which would have inaugurated a commer- 
cial war of gigantic proportions very hurtful to the interests of 
both countries. But happily President Taft is a man of peace, 
and he invited the Canadian authorities to a conference which 
resulted in a harmonious arrangement satisfactory to both gov- 
ernments, and the vast commerce across the frontier continues 
undisturbed. 

The review which I have made has shown that all the foreign 
wars in which we have engaged were brought on by our own 
precipitate action, that they were not inevitable, and that they 
might have been avoided by the exercise of prudence and con- 
ciliation. It also shows that it has been possible for us to live 
in peace with our nearest neighbor, with which we have the 
most extensive and intimate relations, the most perplexing and 
troublesome questions. Our history also shows that during our 
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whole life as an independent nation no country has shown 
loward us a spirit of aggression or a disposition to invade our 
territory. If such is the case, is it not time that every true 
patriot, every lover of his country and of its fair fame in the 
world, every friend of humanity, should strive to curb the spirit 
of aggression and military glory among our people and seek to 
create an earnest sentiment against all war ? 
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PARLIAMENTARY GOVERNMENT 

AND THE 

INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION 

By Dr. Christian L. Lange ^ 

Definition of Terms, In general the term parliamentary rule 
denotes that special form of national self-government which was 
founded in Great Britain and Ireland some two hundred years 
ago, and of which the special characteristic is the subordination 
of the executive to the legislature. The government, or cabinet^ 
tends to become a sort of committee chosen from among the 
party which has a majority in the more important branch of the 
Parliament, or National Representative Assembly. 

In this Congress it will be chiefly interesting to examine one 
general aspect of the question. It seems to me that here it is 
natural, not so much to study the specific tendency towards par- 
liamentary rule, which is limited to certain countries of highly 
developed European civilization, as to follow the general trend 
of political evolution towards self government^ through elected rep- 
resentatives, in national affairs, 

I beg to lay stress on each of the words in this expression. 

The word national is used only in opposition to local or pro- 
vincial, It will be outside the scope of the present paper to 
discuss the rather dubious use of the words nation and national 
as almost synonymous with state and political. 

The essential point in the question before us is the represent- 
ative character of the persons charged with a national man- 
date, and the correct title of the paper would therefore perhaps 
be , " Tendencies towards a Representative System of Govern- 
ment.’' In earlier times this representative character was very 
often granted by the central government; the members of 
the House of Commons in England, for instance, were often 
nominated by them. 

1 Paper communicated to the First Universal Races Congress, London, July 
26-29, under the title Tendencies towards Parliamentary Rules.” 

3 
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In our time it is hardly possible to conceive representation 
without an elective basis, and owing to the democratic develop- 
ment, this basis tends to become more and more popular in 
character. In some states this evolution has already reached 
its ultimate term, and the principle of manhood and womanhood 
suffrage has been established. 

As a rule democratic development is accompanied by a strong 
leaning towards parliamentary ascendancy as against the mo- 
narchical or governmental element, though this is not always the 
case. It is of no great interest in this connection to distinguish 
between despotism and absolutism. In neither case is there an 
element of a representative character of any importance in the 
management of public affairs. But it is necessary to observe 
the distinction between what might be called constitutional gov- 
ernment and parliamentary government proper. 

In constitutional government the sovereign is bound by a con- 
stitution, and some very important functions of the state — 
legislation or finance — can only be exercised by a cooperation 
of the executive and the legislature, the government and Par- 
liament. This is the system which prevails in the United States 
of America and in Germany. In parliamentary government, as 
is said above, the government is dependent on Parliament to 
such an extent that, practically speaking, the cabinet is only a 
committee of the parliamentary majority. This is the case in 
Great Britain, in France, and in most of the other European 
countries. There are, of course, a good many intermediate forms, 
and it is generally an idle question to ask to what type of gov- 
ernment one or the other state belongs ; certainly no great light 
is shed on the problem by such a distinction. It is cited here 
only to give completeness to our classification. 

What we shall try to trace here, then, is the general tendency 
towards the adoption of a representative form of government in 
national affairs. 

Early Development. Though it seems that the principle of 
representative government was known in antiquity (provincial 
assemblies), its application became of real importance only in the 
Middle Ages. Two conditions facilitated this: the states were 
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of a feudal character, the component parts of each claiming a 
certain independence within the general body, and they were 
large. The first circumstance implied that the different parts 
should have a certain share in the management of common 
affairs; the second circumstance made it necessaiy that only 
some of the persons inhabiting each component part could meet 
in common. Thus the representative system originated. There 
is no country in Europe that has passed through the feudal 
stage which has not, at some time or other, had a representa- 
tive assembly organized in ” Orders.^’ In most countries abso- 
lutism put an end to the existence, even the formal existence, of 
these institutions ; but they survived in a few. In England, in 
Sweden, and in the Netherlands the Parliament, or the Orders, 
or States-General, have had a continuous, though often veiy 
chequered, existence down to our own time, and as long as 
the Polish empire existed the Diet was the chief expression 
of Polish national life. 

It is from the first of these countries, England, that the repre- 
sentative form of government, as the logical and natural ex- 
pression of popular liberties, spread throughout the nations of 
European civilization, and in the last few decades also to other 
• countries. 

Beginning of Modern Times, Politically speaking, our age is 
the age of democracy, and the great event opening this chapter 
in the world's history is the American Declaration of Independ- 
ence on the 4th of July of the year 1776. In all the thirteen 
states founded by this great charter representative rule was firmly 
established, and when, in 1789, after thirteen years of experi- 
ment and hesitation, the Confederacy was at length established, 
the same principle was applied to the treatment of federal affairs. 

The same year which saw the definite establishment of the 
great democracy west of the Atlantic witnessed the opening of 
the great drama in European affairs whence the Europe of our 
own time has issued. 

The birth of Modem Europe was accompanied by violent 
throes; life was sacrificed recklessly to bring forth new life. 
The great Revolution and the Napoleonic wars are events of 
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importance in a larger history than that of France alone. No sin* 
gie European country had the same features in 1 8 1 5 as it had had 
m 1789. Frontiers had changed ; the great principle of national 
self-government — one nation, one state — found a more adequate 
expression at least than before ; and in countries — such as Italy 
or Germany — where the principle was violated after having found 
some expression, however imperfect, the national ideals con- 
tinued to live in the minds and hearts of the nation, and later 
proved a vigorous leaven in its life, pregnant of great changes. 

Not only had frontiers and external forms changed: the 
social and political conditions of most European nations were 
also profoundly modified. 

To return to our special subject, however. Very few of the 
countries of Europe were found, in 1815, after the fall of Napo- 
leon, to possess representative institutions. The few were: 
England, — or rather Great Britain and Ireland, — where no 
modification had taken place ; Sweden, where the Orders in 1809 
had recovered the legislative and controlling power of which 
absolutism had robbed them ; Norway, where the dissolution of 
the secular union with Denmark had given the nation an oppor- 
tunity of establishing a constitution adapted to the democratic 
social conditions of the people; France and the Netherlands,* 
where the restored dynasties foimd it prudent to secure their 
domination through the granting of constitutions ; and Switzer- 
land, where, in some cantons at least, a representative system 
prevailed, while in others the direct popular rule, inherited from 
an earlier age, stiU existed. In Hungary, in Poland, and in Fin- 
land there were constitutions; but they existed, practically 
speaking, only on paper. The kingdom of Poland, where the 
Diet had a semblance of life from 1815 to 1830, disappeared 
completely later on, even in name (1867). 

The other European states remained autocratic. Meanwhile 
the revolutionary movement in Europe had provoked a great 
upheaval in Latin America, where a series of revolutions created 
a great number of independent states out of the Spanish and 
Portuguese colonies. One of them, the Portuguese colony of 
Brazil, adopted a monarchical constitution, to become a republic 



THE INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION 


7 


only some decades later, in 1889. All the Spanish colonies 
became republics. In the chequered history of their careers, 
all these states have kept the semblance at least of a represent- 
ative, and even an advanced democratic, system of government, 
though in reality they have very often been under the despotic 
sway of a military dictator. 

Establishment of European Constitutions^ 181^-1880. Auto- 
cratic Europe was not allowed a prolonged rest: succeeding 
revolutions, of which it is superfluous to give the details here, 
destroyed the fabric of despotism in reiterated shocks. Some- 
times, even, constitutional life was established without any revo- 
lution at all, as in several of the states of South Germany in 
the years from 1816 to 1819. Greece, in 1829, and Belgium, 
in 1830, won national independence and subsequently estab- 
lished a representative form of government. In Spain and in 
Portugal constitutions were granted in the thirties, after mili- 
tary upheavals, while Switzerland, through a series of changes, 
arrived at its present democratic rdgime in federal as well as 
cantonal affairs. 

For the leading states of Central Europe, the great revolu- 
tions of 1848 were the beginning of profound reforms. When 
the strong tide of revolution had subsided in 1851, it seemed, 
indeed, as if next to nothing were changed. Germany was still 
divided; Austria had regained its commanding position; and 
Italy still consisted of a motley collection of petty principalities, 
with Austria as the dominating power. Only in Denmark had 
autocracy given way to a democratic constitution. In two 
states, however, besides Denmark, political changes of profound 
significance had taken place. In Sardinia a constitution had 
been granted, and in Prussia the king had been forced to make 
the same concession. These constitutions became the starting 
point of far-reaching developments. Sardinia took the lead in 
the struggle for Italian unity, extending the sway of its repre- 
sentative institutions to the other parts of the peninsula, as they 
were added to its own possessions, and at last became the king- 
dom of Italy. Prussia, some years later, followed this example, 
and in its struggle with Austria made itself the champion of 
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representative institutions. And when, in 1866, Prussia and 
Sardinia had combined for the final struggle against Austria, 
and Austria had been conquered, the first consequence was the 
establishment, in the dual Hapsburg monarchy, of a represent- 
ative system of government. 

The various Christian states which have successively issued 
from the Ottoman empire have followed the same hne of devel- 
opment : Roumania, Servia, and Bulgaria. 

In 1880 there were in Europe only two important states with 
autocratic constitutions — Russia and Turkey. In America 
there was not a single state without representative institutions, 
and in Asia one state, Japan, had imitated the European states 
and established a constitution in 1889. It should not be for- 
gotten, too, that a whole series of self-governing British colonies 
had organized themselves on a representative basis. 

Recent Advances. Broadly speaking, no profound change 
took place in this domain during the twenty-five years between 
1880 and 1905. It is true that during this period, as during the 
preceding ones, representative institutions assumed a more and 
more pronounced democratic character: the suffrage was ex- 
tended to a greater number of citizens, and the power of popu- 
lar and representative institutions became greater as against 
that of the sovereign or the aristocracy. But during these 
twenty-five years no single state changed its autocratic for a 
representative regime. 

From 1905 begins a new era in this respect, an era which has 
its starting point in the Russo-Japanese War. These develop- 
ments are still present in our minds, and the fates of the several 
countries concerned will, moreover, form the subject of separate 
papers in this Congress. It will therefore be sufficient here to 
recall the main points in the evolution considered as a whole. 

The Russo-Japanese War influenced in two ways the evo- 
lution which we are endeavoring to trace. It gave a strong 
impetus to the movement for reform in Russia itself, and ulti- 
mately it provoked the institution of a representative chamber 
in that country — a Duma and a Council of Empire, forming 
together the Russian Parliament. 
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On the other hand, the victory of the Japanese over one of 
the great powers of Europe evoked a movement of political 
reform in the Asiatic world. In 1906 a revolutionary upheaval 
forced the Persian Shah to grant a constitution, and in 1908 a 
peaceful revolution, led by the party of Young Turks, under 
the inspiration of the Committee of Union and Progress, made 
an end of the despotic rule of the Sultan, and established a con- 
stitutional and parliamentary regime. The last few months have 
shown how serious are the forces at work in the Chinese empire 
for the same end, and both in India and Egypt native parties 
are working in various ways for the establishment of popular 
and representative institutions. In India a small beginning has 
been made, and the native population is being initiated to the 
use of representative institutions. 

There is little doubt that this movement, which has evidently 
a very pronounced character, and asserts itself with growing force 
in most of the ancient countries which are generally described 
as onental^ will go on until it reaches its logical conclusion, as 
it has done in European countries. It is a development of the 
profoundest interest to eveiy student of political problems, and 
it will perhaps be desirable to say a few words both of the 
dangers or risks, and of the promises, which it contains. 

Dangers and Promises, I think I ought first of all to point 
out the seriousness of the special problem with which all these 
young movements in favor of representative institutions are 
confronted. It is this. They enter on the path of political evo- 
lution at a time when the more progressive nations have led a 
political life for generations, perhaps for centuries, and have 
therefore reached a highly developed stage in the extension of 
both popular and parliamentary liberties. It is quite natural 
that the younger nations, bent on imitating their models, should 
be disposed to pass at one single bound to the same advanced 
stage, neglecting the intermediate steps, and forgetting that 
political life presents special difficulties which are only overcome 
under certain conditions. It is true that the art of politics is 
only acquired in the process of governing, and it is far from the 
intention of the present writer to lay down any hard-and-fast 
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rule according to which political institutions should be granted 
to a people. On the contrary, I should be disposed to say that 
it is precisely the demand for political liberty which gives the 
best proof of the need to establish it. 

On the other hand, nobody will disagree with the statement 
that a serious risk wiU always be involved when a nation passes 
from autocracy to a very advanced stage of political liberty, 
either as to popular rights — suffrage, liberty of the press, free- 
dom of association, etc. — or as to the influence of the repre- 
sentative system on government and administration. 

Especially in the latter respect, that is, the influence on the 
administration, the difficulties are very great. There is no doubt 
that autocracy, if it can be freed from its grave defects, its 
temptation to commit capricious and arbitrary acts, presents 
great advantages for an efficient and powerful administration. 
A strong will and a strong hand are essential here. As a rule 
a long education will be necessary to attain the same degree of 
efficiency under popular government. 

There is yet another great danger or risk which I think should 
be pointed out in this connection, a risk which it is natural to 
dwell on at such a congress as this. I am thinking of the 
strengthening, the intensification sometimes, of nationalist sen- 
timents and prejudices which very often follow the creation of 
representative institutions within a state. 

This intensification manifests itself in two ways. Most of the 
empires which have adopted representative institutions during 
the last few years are far from homogeneous in their ethnic com- 
position. Russia or Turkey, not to speak of China, embraces 
several distinct nationalities. Veiy often in these countries 
autocracy alone was able, or thought itself able, to retain power, 
by an appeal to nationalist sentiment, making a pretext of the 
hatred of foreign peoples, within or without the frontiers of 
the empire, to avert attention from what was not as it should 
be in internal affairs. 

It seems, unfortunately, that this method has not been aban- 
doned with the abandonment of autocratic rule. Nay, nationalism 
even appears in the new conditions to have a more legitimate 
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character, because it is backed up by a popular force and is 
more than the expression of a despot's whims. Since national- 
ism is, by its very definition, a simple and imreflecting senti- 
ment, it appeals to the least instructed, and it should not be a 
matter of surprise that it often arises in the first stages of a 
new democracy. 

It was said above that it manifests itself in two ways. It may 
appear as the determination of the ruling caste to subject and 
dominate foreign elements within the state, or as a hatred of 
the foreigner without. It should be expressly observed that in 
neither form is this feeling a new phenomenon, characteristic 
only of the empires with which we are now concerned. On the 
contrary, in this respect it may be said that such societies are 
following the standards of Exiropean civilization, though not its 
highest standards. I think it, however, only fair to add that, 
if Europeans have suffered somewhat from the general hatred 
of the foreigner that is found in these oriental countries, they 
are only reaping what has been freely sown, in action and in 
speech, by themselves or by their ancestors. 

But if the prevailing tendency towards popular representation, 
or parliamentary rule, is pregnant with grave problems, it is no 
less rich in great promise. 

There is, firstly, a general aspect of this advance on which I 
need only say a very few words. We have seen that the political 
progress of our time has chiefly manifested itself among what 
are called the oriental nations. Until recently these nations 
were regarded as evidently inferior, because they were supposed 
to be incapable of self-government. The exception of Japan 
was there only to confirm the general rule. Otherwise " Asiatic 
despotism ” used to be words indissolubly linked together. The 
introduction of parliamentary institutions, not only in one but in 
several oriental countries, removes this prejudice and bridges 
the gulf between East and West. 

Next comes the beneficent influence of representative institu- 
tions in a nation's life. It may safely be said that parliamentaiy 
rule is of less importance, perhaps, in its direct bearing on the 
policy and government of the peoples concerned than in its 
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wider moral aspect. Parliamentary rule is above all things a 
great educational force. Resting on and combined with local 
autonomy, or local self-government on a representative basis, it 
is the most powerful emancipating agency within our reach — 
greater than the school, greater even than the best means of 
communication. It is true that national and racial prejudices 
acquire a great force in the first stages of political develop- 
ment; but if the representative institutions of a country are 
not exclusively and deliberately based on the domination of a 
single nation or caste, if the constitution allows also the rep- 
resentatives of the minor nationalities within the empire to 
meet and to work in Parliament, there can be no doubt as to 
the final outcome. 

The first, the elementary, condition of a good understanding 
is knowledge. Through cooperation, even through the struggles 
within the different parliaments, the representatives of different 
nations or races will be led on step by step, though it be through 
fear or hate, to mutual respect. Therefore I hold that, more 
especially from the point of view which distinguishes this Con- 
gress, the present decided tendency towards parliamentary rule 
is one of great promise. 

There will be a natural desire in this Congress, apart from 
political considerations, that all nationalities should have the 
opportunity of meeting within the parliaments of the states to 
which they belong on a footing of perfect equality. No color 
line, no language or nation line, can be tolerated, if the object 
of this Congress is to be attained — that is, a fuller understand- 
ing, the most friendly feeling, and a heartier cooperation. 

I think this argument may perhaps be carried a little farther. 
Parliamentary life seems to work in the long run against national 
prejudice, not only within the single state, but also in foreign 
affairs. The parliamentarians, as representatives of the people, 
win have a stronger sense of their responsibility in the decision 
and the control of peace and war ; they will be more anxious than 
the autocrat, or his minister, or the clique influencing either,- to 
avoid international complications. Kant long ago made it a con- 
dition for the establishment of universal peace that the different 
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nations should have attained self-government. The educative 
force of parliamentary institutions will also tend to strengthen 
the wish to learn from other nations, and to develop a free in- 
terchange of goods and intercourse with them. All this makes 
for internationalization. European life is already international to 
a large extent. With the East coming into line with the West — 
as I have shown above — the conditions have been created for 
a general human advance which could not have been thought 
possible before our time. Even the boldest designs of inter- 
national organization had to face the difficulty that there were 
certain barbarians, or a ” yellow peril,” outside the pale of civil- 
ized and organized international society. It is not the progress 
of political institutions alone which now renders a world-wide 
organization conceivable ; material progress, mechanical inven- 
tions in industry and in the means of communication, are still 
more important. What makes this development so hopeful is 
that all these forces are working in the same direction. 

Tendencies toward Parliamentary Rule in International Affairs. 
In this connection it will be natural to add a few words as to 
the tendency of the last twenty or thirty years to apply the repre- 
sentative system even to a larger area than that of the national 
empires. Some of these are, indeed, already of a world-wide 
character, uniting within their bounds populations living under 
very different conditions. The problem of conciliating autonomy 
with unity has in these cases been solved through federation. The 
United States of America is the most interesting instance in point, 
for they have succeeded in assuring to each of the forty-five 
states of which the Union is composed full autonomy in their 
own affairs as well as an equal share in the representation in the 
Senate, while the differences between the states are controlled 
by the composition of the House of Representatives. 

It is only natural that the idea of organizing a wider political 
society, embracing all the states of the world, should proceed 
on these lines. As yet, however, nothing has been done offi- 
'cially in this respect. The two Peace Conferences, which met 
at The Hague in 1899 were composed exclusively of 

government delegates, the delegates of all countries possessing 
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equal votes. Here, then, the principle of popular representation 
through election was not recognized at all. 

There exists, however, an international institution which con- 
tains the germ of a representative institution, though as yet it 
has no official standing. It is the Interparliamentary Unions 
and some words on the organization and aims of this institution 
may be considered appropriate in this connection. 

The Interparliamentaiy Union was founded at the World’s 
Fair in Paris, in 1889, through the initiative of an Englishman, 
Sir William Randal Cremer (d. 1908) with the hearty coopera- 
tion of a Frenchman, M. Frederic Passy, the well-known econo- 
mist and philanthropist. The union was founded with a rather 
limited scope, that of promoting the practice of arbitration in 
the settlement of international differences. It has held a series 
of conferences in the different European capitals, the last, the 
sixteenth, being held at Brussels last summer. The conferences 
have gained an increasing number of adhesions, and have some- 
times had the character of great demonstrations in favor of 
international peace and good will. This was especially the case 
with the conference in London, 1906, and in Berlin, 1908. At 
each of these notable gatherings there met more than six hun- 
dred parliamentarians, representing upwards of twenty different 
nationalities. 

After some years of action, without any definite organization, 
the union in 1892 organized itself in national groups, with a com- 
mon representation in the Interparliamentary Bureau, or Council, 
as it was afterwards called. The headquarters were first fixed 
at Berne, but in 1909 they were transferred to Brussels. At 
that time a great change took place in the position of the union. 
Since 1909 it has received subsidies from various governments, 
and thus has, so to speak, won an official position. It should 
be said, however, that the conferences of the union have no 
organized representative character. In some countries the par- 
liamentary groups, or even Parliament itself, appoints delegates 
to the sessions of the union. This, however, is as yet an excep- 
tion. Generally, the members of each conference meet only as 
private parliamentarians, and on their own account ; but, as they 
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belong to different political parties, they may be said to repre- 
sent fairly well the assemblies of which they are members. 

The chief aim of the union is still to promote international 
arbitration, besides discussing questions of public international 
law (Statutes, Art. i). There can be no doubt as to the great 
influence of the union in this province. It has contributed more 
than any other agency to the extensive use of arbitration during 
recent years. The code of the Permanent Arbitration Court at 
The Hague rests on a plan outlined by one interparliamentary 
conference, while the calling of the Second Peace Conference 
at The Hague is due to the initiative of another. 

No existing institution offers such excellent opportunities for 
promoting the great object of the present Races Congress. 
Here the responsible, elected representatives can meet and ex- 
change opinions, discuss the large problems which divide them, 
and try to arrive at conclusions which may give at least partial 
satisfaction. And this will be still more true when, as may be 
foreseen, the union extends its aim and admits the discussion, 
not only of problems of a juridical character, but also of other 
international questions of general interest. The conferences 
win then represent very nearly an International Parliament, and 
only its voluntary organization will debar it from being really 
the Parliament of Man. 

I do not think that the International Parliament of the future, 
which is no doubt coming, will lay down a common law for 
mankind, except in certain restricted departments which are 
really common to all. 

This International Parliament will chiefly favor the parallel 
development of national legislation and will endeavor to bring 
about the unification of law in those respects in which it is feasi- 
ble and desirable. I do not see any ideal in international uni- 
formity. On the contrary, national and racial diversity is in my 
opinion a condition of progress and life. The very word inter- 
national has the word national as one of its component parts, 
as an essential condition of its meaning. 
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NOTE. 


The World Peace Foundation in Boston has received, 
during the past summer, strong resolutions indorsing 
President Taft’s negotiation of the unreserved arbitra- 
tion treaty with Great Britain and France from 180 
Boards of Trade and Chambers of Commerce in the 
United States. Many of the resolutions were accom- 
panied by warm and earnest personal letters from the 
presidents or secretaries of the various organizations. 

'^We believe that this movement should receive the 
hearty support of every recognized commercial body in 
the United States.” 

'‘This association is composed of manufacturers and 
business men who have made the substantial success of 
the Queen City, and who are sincerely devoted to the 
'honors of peace.’ We trust that your great and noble 
work will be crowned with success, and that the day 
of universal peace is not long distant.” 

"We stand ready at all tunes to co-operate with you.” 

"This body represents more than thirty separate 
organizations and twenty thousand or more retail mer- 
chants, who stand ready by their influence to aid in the 
settlement of all international disputes with other nations 
of the world.” 

"The Board of Directors collectively and individually 
favor the movement inaugurated by the President,” etc., 
etc. 

These bodies represent the almost unanimous senti- 
ment of the leading business men of their several cities, 
and the cities heard from have a combined population 
of 21,000,000, while several organizations of national 
scope are included in the number. The Chambers of 
Commerce in Great Britain and France are e:^ressing 
themselves as earnestly as our American organizations. 
The American organizations which have passed these 
resolutions, with statistics of the population they repre- 
sent, are given in the following list. Of course, many 
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organizations have passed resolutions which have not 
come to the knowledge of the World Peace Foundation. 
The usual form of the resolutions adopted has been the 
following, although sometimes other forms have been 
used: — 

Wheeeas President Taft, in an address before the American 
Society for the Judicial Settlement of International Disputes, on 
Dec. 17, 1910, said,— 

*Tf we can negotiate and put through a positive agreement 
with some great nation to abide by the adjudication of an 
international arbitral court in every issue which caimot be 
settled by negotiation, no matter what it involves, whether 
honor, territory, or money, we shaU have made a long step 
forward by demonstrating that it is possible for two nations, 
at least, to establish as between them the same system of due 
process of law that exists between individuals under a govern- 
ment”; and 

Whebeas Sir Edward Grey, his Britannic Majesty^s Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, commenting upon this declaration, made the 
Mowing statement in Parliament on March 13, 1911: — 

‘‘Such a statement ought not to go without response. We 
should be delighted to have such a proposal made to us. We 
should feel that it was something so momentous and so far- 
reaching in its possible consequences that it would require not 
only the signature of both Governments, but the deliberate 
and decided sanction of Parliament. That, I believe, would 
be given”; and 

Whebeas these concurrent statements have received the hearty 
approval of the press and public in both the United States and 
Great Britain, as well as in the British self-governing Dominions, 
and the attitude of the United States and Great Britain in these 
pronouncements has excited universal public sympathy and inter- 
ested the great states of the world, ^ — ^therefore be it 

Resolved: 

(1) That this association favors the negotiation between the 
United States and Great Britain of an unlimited arbitration con- 
vention as proposed by President Taft; and 

(2) That this association favors the beginning by our Depart- 
ment of State of a revision of the existing arbitration conventions 
of the United States with other nations with a view to securing 
such unlimited arbitration treaties with all. 
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ORGANIZATIONS REPORTING RESOLUTIONS. 

Population 

Akron, Ohio 43,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Allentown, Pa 51,913 

Chamber of Commerce 

Alpena, Mich. 18,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Altoona, Pa 52,127 

The Chamber of Commerce 

Ardmore, Okla 8,618 

The Commercial Club 

Ashtabula, Ohio . . . . ^ 13,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Athens, Ga 11,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Auburn, N.Y 34,668 

The Business Men's Association 

Austin, Tex 23,860 

The Business League 

Baltimore, Md • • _ .^^^,485 

Chamber of Commerce 

The Lumber Exchange of Baltimore 

Bangor, Me 21,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Berkeley, Cal 40,434 

Chamber of Commerce 

Binghamton, N.Y 48,443 

Chamber of Commerce 

Boston, Mass 670,585 

Boston Chamber of Commerce 
Massachusetts State Board of Trade 
N. E. Hardware Dealers' Association 
N. E, Shoe and Leather Association 

Boulder, Col 30,000 

The Commercial Association 
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Populatimi 

Brainerd, Minn 8,000 

The Commercial Club 

Buffalo, N.Y. 423,715 

The Employers^ Association of Buffalo 
West Side Business Men’s Association 

Champaign, 111 9,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Charlotte, N.C 34,014 

The Greater Charlotte Club 

Chicago, m 2,185,283 

Illinois Lumber & Builders’ Supply Association 
National Business League of America 
The Commercial Club 

Cincinnati, Ohio 364,463 

The Cincinnati Commercial Association 


Cincinnati Branch of National League of Com- 
mission Merchants 

Business Association Company of West Cincinnati 


Clarksville, Tenn 9,000 

Tobacco Board of Trade 

Cleveland, Ohio 560,663 

Chamber of Commerce 

Colorado Springs, Col 29,078 

The Chamber of Commerce 

Columbus, Miss 6,000 

Columbus Business League 

Connersville, Ind 8,000 

The Retail Merchants’ Association 

Cumberland, Md 21,839 

The Retailers’ Protective Association 

Denver, Col 213,381 

Denver Chamber of Commerce 
Denver Clearing House Association 

Detroit, Mich 465,766 

Board of Commerce 

Dover, Ohio 9^000 

. The Dover Board of Trade 

Dubois, Pa 9,000 

The Dubois Business Men’s Exchange 

Duluth, Minn 78,466 

The Commercial Club 
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Popalatiim 

Elizabeth, N J 73,409 

Board of Trade 

Elizabeth City, N.C. 6,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Emporia, Kan 8,000 

The Retailers’ Association 

Ene, Ra* 66,626 

The Erie Board of Trade 

The Erie Business Men’s Exchange 

Evansville, Ind 69,647 

The Evansville Business Association 

Freeport, HI 17,667 

The Citizens’ Commercial Association 

Fresno County, Cal 50,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Galena, 111 6,000 

The Galena Commercial Club 

Grafton, W Va 5,660 

Board of Trade 

Grand Rapids, Mich 112,571 

The Grand Rapids Board of Trade 

Greenville, Miss 8,000 

The Business Men’s League 

Hamilton, Ohio 35,279 

The Chamber of Commerce 

Hastings, Neb 7,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Haverhill, Mass 44,115 

Haverhill Board of Trade 

Henderson, Ky 10,272 

The Commercial Club 

Hillsboro, Tex 5,000 

The Retail Merchants Association 

Hilo, Hawaii 3,500 

Board of Trade 

Holyoke, Mass 57,730 

Board of Trade 

Honolulu, Hawaii 52,183 

Chamber of Commerce 
The Merchants’ Association 
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Himtington, W* Va 31,161 

Chamber of Commerce 

Indianapolis, Ind 233,605 

Board of Trade 


Indianapolis Clearing House 
The Manufacturers' Association 
The Merchants' Association 


Jacksonville, Fla 57,699 

Jacksonville Board of Trade 

Janesville, Wis 13,000 

The Industrial and Commercial Club 

Johnstown, Pa 55,482 

Chamber of Commerce 

Joplin, Mo 32,073 

The Commercial Club 

Blingston, N.Y 25,908 

Chamber of Commerce 

Lancaster, Pa 47,227 

Chamber of Commerce 

Lawrence, Kan 11,000 

The Commercial Club 

Lewiston, Me 26,247 

Board of Trade 

Lincoln, Neb 43,973 

Lincoln Commercial Club 

Litchfield, HI 6,000 

The Merchants' Protective Association 

Logan, Utah 5,000 

The Commercial Boosters' Club 

Los Angeles, Cal 319,198 

Chamber of Commerce 

Louisiana, Mo 5,000 

The Commercial Club 

Louisville, Ky 223,928 

Merchants' and Manufacturers' Association 

Lowell, Mass 106,294 

Board of Trade 

Macon, Ga 40,655 

Chamber of Commerce 

Marion, Ohio 12,000 

The Retail Merchants' Association 



Population 

Marshalltown, la 12,000 

The Marshalltown Club 

Mason City, la 7,000 

The Commercial Club 

Middletown, N.Y 15,313 

The Business Men’s Association 

Middletown, Ohio * * . 13,152 

The Business Men’s Club 

Milwaukee, Wis 373,857 

The Merchants’ and Manufacturers’ Association 

Minneapolis, Minn 301,408 

National League of Commission Merchants 

Moherly, Mo 8,000 

The Commercial Club 

NashviUe, Tenn 110,364 

Board of Trade 

Newark, N J 347,469 

Board of Trade , 

Newark, Ohio 25,404 

Board of Trade 

New Brighton, Pa 7,000 

The Business Men’s Association 

Newburg, Pa 27,805 

Chamber of Commerce 

New Haven, Conn 133,605 

The Business Men’s Association 

New London, Conn 19,659 

New London Business Men’s Association 

New Orleans, La 339,075 

The Progressive Union 

Newport, Ky 30,309 

The Business Men’s Club 

New York, N.y 4,766,883 


Board of Trade and Transportation 

Fruit and Produce Trade Association 

The Fulton Market Fish Mongers’ Association 

The Manufacturers’ Association 

The Merchants’ Association 

National Association of Manufacturers 

Chamber of Commerce of the State of New York 
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Population 

Niagara Falls, N.Y 30,445 

Board of Trade 

Northampton, Mass 19,431 

Board of Trade 

North Tonawanda, N.Y 11,955 

Board of Trade 

Norwalk, Ohio 7,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Oakland, Cal 150,174 

Chamber of Commerce 

Oklahoma City, Okla 64,205 

Chamber of Commerce 

Olean, N.Y 14,743 

Chamber of Commerce 

Omaha, Neb 124,096 

The Commercial Club 
Omaha Real Estate Exchange 

Oshkosh, Wis 33,062 

The Retail Merchants’ Assodation 

Owosso, Mich 8,696 

The Owosso Improvement Association 

Palestine, Tex 8,000 

Board of Trade 

Palo Alto, Cal 2,500 

Chamber of Commerce 

Pasadena, Cal 30,291 

Board of Trade 

Pawtucket, R.1 51,622 

The Business Men’s Association 

Penns Station, Pa 11,500 

The Retail Merchants and Business Men’s District 
Association 

Peoria, III 66,595 

Peoria Association of Commerce 

Petersburg, Va 22,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Philadelphia, Pa 1,549,008 

Chamber of Commerce 

The Grocers’ and Importers’ Exchange 

Board of Trade 
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Pcpukdion 

Philadelphia, Pa* (CorvtinTied) 

Hardware Merchants’ and Manufacturers’ Assoda- 


tion 

The Lumbermen’s Exchange 
The Masters Builders’ Exchange 

Pittsburgh, Pa 533,905 

OaJdand Board of Trade 
Homewood Board of Trade 
Builders’ Exchange League 

Pittsfield, Mass 32,121 

Board of Trade 

Pontiac, Mich 10,000 

The Commercial Association 

Portland, Me 58,571 

Board of Trade 

Portland, Ore 207,214 

Chamber of Commerce 

Poughkeepsie, N*Y 27,936 

Poughkeepsie Chamber of Commerce 

Quincy, 111 36,587 

Chamber of Commerce 

Raleigh, N.C 19,000 

The Chamber of Commerce 

Riverside, Cal 18,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Roanoke, Va 34,874 

Chamber of Commerce 

Rochester, N.H 8,000 

Board of Trade 

Rochester, N.Y. 218,149 

Chamber of Commerce 

Rockford, D1 45,401 

The Merchants’ and Business Men’s Association 

Rock Hill, S.C 5,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Rome, Ga 12,099 

The Manufacturers’ and Merchants’ Association 

Sacramento, Cal 44,696 

Chamber of Commerce 
Sacramento Valley Trust Company 

Saginaw, Mich 50,510 

Board of Trade 
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Population 

Salem, N J. 26,000 

The Business Men’s Association 

San Francisco, Cal 416,912 

The Chamber of Commerce 

San Jose, Cal 28,946 

Chamber of Commerce 

Santa Barbara, Cal 6,587 

The Commercial Club 

Sheboygan, Wis 26,398 

The Business Men’s Association 

Sherman, Ter 10,000 

The Retail Merchants’ Association 

Siour Falls, S.I> 10,000 

The Commercial Club 

South Bend, Ind 53,684 

Chamber of Commerce 

St. Joseph, Mo 77,403 

The Commercial Club 
Board of Trade 

The Clearing House Association 

St. Louis, Mo 687,029 

The Merchants’ Exchange 

St. Mary’s, Ohio 5,000 

The Retailers’ Association 

St. Paul, Minn 214,744 

The Commercial Club 

Syracuse, H.Y 137,249 

Chamber of Commerce 

Talladega, Ala 36,000 

The Chamber of Commerce 

Tampa, Fla 37,782 

Board of Trade 

Terre Haute, Ind 58,157 

The Commercial Club 

Washington, D.C 331,069 

Chamber of Commerce 

Washington, Pa 8,000 

Board of Trade 

Watertown, N.Y 26,730 

Chamber of Commerce 
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Population 


West Chester, Pa 10,000 

The Merchants' and Business Men's Association 

Wilmington, Bel 87,411 

Board of Trade 

Worcester, Mass 145,986 

Board of Trade 

The Merchants' Association 

York, Pa 44,750 

The Manufacturers' Association 

Yoimgstown, Ohio 45,000 

Chamber of Commerce 

Ypsilanti, Mich 7,000 

The Industrial Association 


SUGGESTED FORM OF NEW RESOLUTION. 

All Chambers of Commerce and Boards of Trade 
throughout the country, especially those which have 
passed general resolutions indorsing the President's effort, 
should immediately pass some such specific resolution as 
the following against any limitation of the treaties, and 
forward the same to the Senators from their State at 
Washington: — 

Whereas the pr^osal of President Taft for unreserved treaties 
of arbitration with Great Britain and France has aroused the high- 
est hopes and ej^ectations among the peace-loving citizens of all 
nations, and their adoption would surely lead to similar treaties 
between other governments, opening a new era in the movement 
for international justice and brotherhood, 

Resolved, That we urge the Senate of the United States to sup- 
port and approve these treaties now before it^ and call upon our 
business men and upon all classes of the Amencan people for such 
expressions of public opinion as shall prevent their failure in any 
degree. 
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PLATFORM OF THE LAKE MOHONK CONFERENCE ON 
INTERNATIONAL ARBITRATION, MAY, 191L 

The Seventeenth Lake Mohonk Conference on Internationa! 
Arbitration expresses its profound satisfaction in the impressive 
advances of the past year, so signal as to make the year the most 
memorable in the history of international progress in the United 
States* 

The President of the United States, in his declaration favoring 
the reference to arbitration of every difference not settled by reg- 
ular diplomacy, and in negotiating with Great Britain and France 
general arbitration treaties without reserve, has taken the highest 
and most advanced position. We call upon our people for such 
earnest co-operation and expression of public opinion as shall insure 
the execution of these treaties in such form that they shall not 
fall short in any degree of the public declarations of President Taft 
and of the just expectations that these declarations have aroused 
on both sides of the Atlantic; and we urge the offer of similar treaties 
to ail nations ready to conclude them with us. 

The efforts of our Secretary of State to secure the organization of 
the International Court of Arbitral Justice have during the year 
advanced so far as to promise the complete success of that effort 
before the meeting of the third Hague Conference. We xirge the 
unremitting reinforcement by our people of the endeavor for the 
perfecting of this supreme provision for the administration of inter- 
national justice, recognizing that it is only through the complete 
establishment of the system of law that the system of war will cease. 

The Congress of the United States has by unanimous vote author- 
ized the President to create a commission to consider the pressing 
problem of the limitation of the burdensome armaments of the 
world. We record our gratitude and satisfaction at this resolution 
of Congress in behalf of independent American action, and trust 
that the early creation of this commission will place the nation in 
as pronounced leadership in dealing with this momentous issue as 
that taken by the President in behalf of unreserved arbitration. 
We believe that resolute initiative on our part will win the practical 
co-operation of other powers and promote more definite and hope- 
ful effort in behalf of the steady decrease of the machinery for the 
settlement of disputes by force, corresponding to the present steady 
development of the instrumentalities for their settlement by justice. 

We call attention to the fact that the time for the creation of the 
international committee for preparing the programme of the third 
Hague Conference is only two years distant, and we ask for such 
early and careful thought upon this critical work as shall insure 
for the next Coifference the most intelligent preparation, the most 
constructive activities, and the largest results. The nations are 
^nfronted by the serious needs of international provision for the 
immunity of ocean commerce in time of war, for prohibiting money 
loans to belligerent nations by neutral peoples, and for prohibiting 
betimes aerial warfare. To the full consideration of these and 
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other imperative concerns in the period preceding the meeting 
of the Conference we earnestly urge all friends of international 
progress. 

We welcome and indorse the proposal recently submitted to 
Congress for a joint agreement by the nations of North and South 
America, that in case of war between any of them no taking of ter- 
ritory from one by another shall be permitted as a result. Such 
an agreement has been made by all the nations bordering upon 
the North and Baltic Seas, and we urge the speedy American fol- 
lowing of this enlightened European example. 

We earnestly commend to our people, while working for the 
establishment of general international relations upon a just and 
stable basis, the strengthening of a public sentiment which shall 
insure at all times the most faithful and complete discharge of our 
own duties to every nation. 

This Conference, distinguished by the inspiring presence of so 
many of our fellow-workers from England and Canada, holds its 
sessions on the eve of the coronation of Kling George V. On this 
auspicious occasion we express our grateful appreciation of the 
enthusiastic response of the English government and people to the 
arbitration proposals of President Taft, and our high nope that the 
reign which has now opened may be yet more memorable than that 
of Edward 'Hhe Peacemaker” in the service of international justice 
and fraternity. We urge such comprehensive plans for the coming 
celebration of the centennial of peace between Great Britain and 
the United States as shall make that commemoration a notable 
landmark in progress, not only for these two nations, but for the 
great family of nations. 

We gratefully recognize that in the recent munificent provisions 
for the promotion ofpeace by Andrew Carnegie and Edwin Ginn 
larger contributions for our cause have been made in the United 
States during the past year than in all the world during the whole 
preceding history of the peace movement. We hail this generosity 
as evidence of the new determination of strong men to cope at last 
with the evils of war in a manner commensurate with their gravity ; 
and we express the hope and confidence that these larger provisions 
wdU stir such emulation and new devotion among our people and 
among all peoples as shall advance with vastly greater efficiency 
and rapidity the commanding interests to which the Mohonk Arbi- 
tration Conferences have for these seventeen years been devoted. 
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Mohonk Addresses 

By EDWARD EVERETT HALE and 
DAVID J. BREWER 

The Introduction to the volume, by Edwin 
D. Mead, is a careful and admiring survey of 
Dr. Hale’s whole long service for the peace 
cause. The platforms of the successive Mohonk 
Conferences, from 1895 to 1910, are printed 
in an appendix, constituting a remarkable 
index to the progress of American inter- 
national opinion during the period since the 
inauguration of these noteworthy conferences ; 
and besides portraits of Dr. Hale, Judge 
Brewer, and Mr. Smiley, the founder of the 
Mohonk Conferences, there are pictures of 
the Mohonk House and the Conference parlor, 
so dear to all who go to Mohonk. To these, 
as to all lovers and admirers of Dr. Hale, this 
volume will make a peculiar appeal and be a 
rare memorial ; and by our whole peace party 
it will be welcomed as a work of remarkable 
historical significance and present power. 

World Peace Foundation 

29A Beacon Street - - - Boston, Mass. 
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THE MISSION OF THE UNITED 
STATES IN THE CAUSE 
OF PEACE 


Address of Hon. David J. Brewer, Associate Justice of 
THE Supreme Court of the United States, before the 
New Jersey State Bar Association, at Atlantic 
City, N.J., June 12, 1909 

First a thought, a wish, then a faith, next a struggle, at 
last a fact. So have entered into human life and history 
some of its profoundest truths. Such has been and is to 
be the stoiy of universal peace. 

For untold centuries, on the battle field were settled all 
tribal, all national disputes. Blood was the ink, and death 
wrote the judgment. Yet in the heart was the thought 
that there must be some better method of settlement, and 
they who suffered looked longingly for its appearance. 
But thought and wish were only the shadowy pictures 
of a dream. 

Twenty centuries ago there came a change. The heav- 
ens above the plains of Bethlehem were filled with a white- 
robed choir, and the only song of the heavens ever heard 
by the children of men broke the stillness of night. Peace 
on earth was that angel song. In a manger in the little 
town of Bethlehem lay a new-born child. His mother bent 
above her sleeping babe, and though the record is silent, 
you may be sure she heard the angelic song. For no ear 
is so acute to catch the slightest notes of prophetic song 
as the ear of a mother. Around the early days of that 
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THE MISSION OF THE UNITED STATES 


infant gathered many foreshadowings, and " Mary kept all 
these things and pondered them in her heart.” The child 
grew to manhood, revealed himself in a short and won- 
drous three years, and in the *' upper chamber,” bidding 
farewell to his few followers, declared, ” Peace I leave 
with you, my peace I give imto you.” The increasing 
multitudes who have looked up to Jesus of Nazareth as 
their leader have taken his life and words as promise and 
prophecy, and faith in the coming of universal peace is 
the inspiration of humanity. 

It came upon the midnight dear, 

That glorious song of old. 

From angels bending near the earth 
To touch their harps of gold; 

Peace on the earth, goodwill to men 
From heaven’s all-gradous king ! 

The air above Judea’s plains no longer pulsates with the 
waves of this celestial song. For sad and weary centuries 
the grand march of humanity upwards has been through 
strife and blood. But a growing echo of the heavenly 
music is filling the hearts of men, and the time will come, 
the blessed time will come 

When the whole world gives back the song 
Which now the angds sing. 

Now we are in the third era, and earnest men and 
women are working, determined to put an end to the 
arbitrament of the sword. The coming music will not tell 
of the " pride, pomp and circumstance of glorious war,” 
but will be a refrain of the angelic song," Peace on earth.” 
Our own loved land witnesseth the strength of the struggle 
and will be the great leader. And this is so notwithstand- 
ing present shouting for a larger navy. 
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I shall not stop to discuss the question whether a state 
of peace is better than one of war. If any one doubts it I 
am content to quote the words of General Sherman that 
"war is hell.’’ The less of hell individuals and nations 
have the better. In order to bring about the condition of 
peace, a minimum of army and navy is the most effective 
way. There never yet was a nation which built up a maxi- 
mum of army and navy that did not get into war, and the 
pretense current in certain circles that the best way to 
preserve peace is to build up an enormous navy shows 
an ignorance of the lessons of history and the conditions 
of genuine and enduring peace. When one nation becomes 
so strong that it is able to say to all others, " I am in favor 
of peace, but it must be a peace in which my will and wish 
controls,” it is morally certain that the outcome of a few 
years will be war, for it is against human nature to take 
commands on matters of personal interest or questions of 
right and justice. The only peace which can endure is 
that in which the equalities of the nations are recognized, 
and all disputes are settled by negotiations or submitted to 
an impartial tribunal for determination. Then all nations 
will be interested in maintaining peace, knowing that it is 
peace secured by choice and established in justice. The 
pathway of history is lined with the wrecks of nations, 
which for a while developed a commanding force, but 
were finally destroyed by combinations of weaker nations, 
or their own internal jealousies. It may be laid down as a 
political and historic truth that a peace which is bom only 
of force is a peace which is temporary and disappointing. 

To lead in the cause of peace no one of the great nations 
is so well circumstanced as the United States of America. 
We are remote in distance and separated by oceans from 
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other nations, so that if one of them were to attack us, it 
would be fighting at long range, and it is obvious that such 
fighting is most exhaustive and attended with the least 
probabilities of success. Of course, the same rule would 
obtain against us were we to undertake an aggressive war, 
but an aggressive war assumes no desire for peace. In a 
defensive war our location is a great defense. In the sec- 
ond place, our resources of men and material are such as 
to almost guarantee against any attack. Whatever advan- 
tage might inure to any nation by reason of its larger arma- 
ment would be only temporary in its nature and would soon 
be exhausted by the enormous resources of this country. 
In the third place, no nation is in such a financial condi- 
tion. Our debt, compared with that of other great nations, 
is small, and if we had not been foolish enough to squander 
money in ironclads and army, we might now be a nation 
without a debt. 

Again, there is in the blood of the American people a 
tenacity like that of the English bulldog, which when 
once the fight is on will not give up until victory is won. 
Wonderfully is this illustrated by our great Civil War, 
when North and South met and fought for four years, 
keeping up the fight until one side was exhausted, and 
not until then did peace come. If any nation attacks us 
it knows in advance that we will fight to the last. 

At the close of the Civil War the great armies dis- 
banded, and the veterans went back to their places in the 
shop and the field and the office. They had had enough of 
war ; they rejoiced in the coming of peace, and there was 
no thought or talk of military or naval development. Peace, 
and peace only, was our purpose, and at one end of Penn- 
sylvania Avenue, just below the Capitol steps, was erected a 
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magnificent statue to Peace. I remember about thirty years 
after the close of the war there took place in Washington 
what was called the "last grand march”; one hundred 
thousand veterans of the Civil War marched from the 
Peace statue to the reviewing stand in front of the White 
House ; from early morning until late in the evening that 
great army was moving. No sword was seen, no musket 
carried, and the only thing which told the story of their 
veteran lives was the modest Grand Army hat and button. 
As those one himdred thousand veterans marched down 
the avenue I felt as never before the immense strength and 
power of this republic, and that no nation would dare attack 
us. That feeling was not confined to myself alone. More 
than one of the foreign diplomats who saw that magnificent 
march of those unarmed veterans sent word to his home 
country, " No war with the United States of America ! ” 
But there is a reason deeper and more significant than 
the mere matter of ability and safely why this republic 
should lead in the great work of establishing universal 
peace. History is not a mere accidental succession of un- 
related circumstances. Through the ages one increasing 
purpose runs. There is an overruling Providence which 
fashions and shapes human destiny — the destiny of nations 
as well as of individuals. We may not be absolutely cer- 
tain of the purposes of Providence, yet we can gain some 
knowledge of them from noticing events as they come and 
go, sure that in all the great movements of the nations 
and of humanity some supreme purpose is being accom- 
plished. I do not mean that there is any fatalism by which 
the will of the individual or the nation is ignored, but the 
opportunity comes and the purpose will be accomplished, 
though the individual or the nation may ignore it and 
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the duty and the glory be passed over to another. As 
Lowell says : 

Once to every man and nation comes the moment to decide, 

In the strife of truth with falsehood, for the good or evil side. 

It was not a mere accidental fact that for numbers of 
succeeding centuries this Western Hemisphere was with- 
held from the eye of civilization. In a sense profoundly 
true it was up to four centuries ago a virgin continent, — 
an untraveled land, — and in the then bringing it within 
the reach of civilization there was some purpose, which will 
be accomplished. If I should state in a single sentence 
that which seems to me the great purpose, it would be that 
here was to be developed a society and a government based 
upon the brotherhood of^man. All through the Eastern 
Hemisphere, during its centuries of struggle, the under- 
lying political facts had been the rule of a chief or a king 
and the organization of tribe or nation on the selfish basis 
of personal interests. Each nation lived for itself, prose- 
cuted wars with other states and nations to satisfy the am- 
bition of its rulers or to promote its selfish interests. The 
idea of humanity bound by any obligation of any of its 
members to all the rest was a thing unknown in practical 
life and almost unmentioned in the theories of social 
philosophers. In consequence, everything was determined 
by the mere matter of might. Ignorance and superstition 
prevailed. The great masses of humanity were the spoil 
and prey of a few individuals. Government of and by the 
people was a thing undreamed of. But about the time of 
the discovery of America came the invention of printing, 
which opened the doors of knowledge to all. The Bible 
was unchained, and with it the bondage of superstition 
was thrown off. The common people began to assert 
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themselves and claim the right to control their own gov- 
ernment and society. There was fluttering through the 
world the ever-growing thought of personal, political, social, 
and religious liberty. It is not strange that, as this conti- 
nent was settled and social and political conditions were 
established, a republic, the common school, and the free 
Bible became the recognized rules and bases of life. All 
these are significant of and affirm the brotherhood of man. 

Another thing which affirms the same is the mingling 
of races. The allegory of the dispersion at Babel presaged 
the national life of the Old World. During all that life 
the human family lived in isolated and antagonistic races 
and nations. It still remains there the significant fact. 
You go to China and the Chinese have monopolized that 
country ; into Spain and only Spaniards are found ; in 
France and Germany are French and Germans. Single 
races form not merely the numerical majority, but they 
are, if not the sole inhabitants, the controlling factors. 
Locally every race held to its own place on the face of the 
globe and maintained its isolated life. But this republic is 
a new experience. We have every year and for a century 
past had great streams of populations flowing in from every 
race — the Anglo-Saxon, the Frenchman, the Teuton, the 
Scandinavian, the Italian, the Japanese, the Chinese, and 
the Ethiopian. They have gathered here not merely as 
visitors or travelers, but to stay and become citizens. The 
dispersion which began at Babel has ended on the banks 
of the Hudson and the Mississippi. All races are mingled 
in our citizenship, a conglomeration of heterogeneous ele- 
ments, but all part and parcel of the life of the republic, 
here to live and work out with us the destiny of this nation. 
Statistics illustrate the significance of this ; By the census 
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of 1900 the total population was seventy-six millions, of 
which nine millions were colored. Of the other sixty-seven 
millions, ten millions were of foreign birth and sixteen 
millions more of foreign parentage. So that out of the 
sixty-seven million whites there were only forty-one mil- 
lions of native parentage, and they, as we all know, trace 
their ancestry back at longer or shorter distances to the 
several races of the Old World. These heterogeneous 
elements are to fuse into one national American life. By 
association in work, in business, in political life, in the 
schoolroom, and a little through inter-racial marriages, the 
brotherhood of man finds its best illustration in American 
life. The Bible, which is the great American book, affirms 
the unity of the race, proclaims the brotherhood of man. 

You are all familiar with composite photography. A pho- 
tographer will take face after face and photograph them 
upon the same plate until he has produced a composite 
picture made of the likenesses of the separate faces, and 
that composite picture brings out to view the strong and 
marked features of each. America is the national com- 
posite photographer. She will take the various races which 
have come into her midst and cast the leading features of 
their character into one composite picture upon the plate 
of history. Thus are we forming the great American race. 
And this gives to us as to no other nation a power in pre- 
serving international peace. Think for a moment of the 
influence of the German element. There are seven mil- 
lion eight hundred thousand of that race in this country. 
Though they are loyal citizens of the United States, the 
ties which link them to the old home life are not all broken. 
They will stand by the United States if ever Germany 
should attack us, but, on the other hand, they will always 
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be a potent force compelling this nation to refrain from 
attacking Germany. And so with the other races. Their 
appearance here is a guarantee against any offensive war 
undertaken by this country against the nation from which 
they came. Thus by the mingling of the varied races of 
earth and by the restraining influence consequent there- 
from upon the life of this nation is further disclosed the 
infinite purpose in our national life. 

So we have the United States, separated and distant 
from other nations, and thus in the least danger of attack, 
with a continental population of eighty millions and over, 
with resources unequaled by those of any other nation, with 
the most cosmopolitan population, a population gathered 
from all races and hence linked to all by home ties of 
affection, with the freest government, the widest popular 
knowledge, the most loyal in its devotion to the Christ of 
Galilee, and therefore with an ear open to the music of 
the song of the angels of Bethlehem, and thus, may we 
not truly say, indicated as the fitting leader in the great 
cause of peace! 

As the leading nation on this Western Hemisphere 
surely the open door is before us. If we fail, the cause of 
peace will not fail. We shall simply stand in history as 
the nation which lost the great opportunity. Who can say 
that in case of our failure there will not be developed on 
our north a mighty republic which will be true to the cause 
of peace and become its national leader ? Indeed, there 
are possibilities reaching far beyond this. We fancy that 
ours is and is to be the leading race, the one out of whose 
efforts the great benedictions are to come to humanity. 
We are wont to look at the South American states with a 
feeling of almost pity or contempt ; but are we sure that 
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if we fail the Latin race will not be the chosen instrument 
of accomplishing the infinite purpose ? Indeed, one can 
see in the events of the, last few years some suggestive 
foreshadowings. 

In South America, Chile and the Argentine Republic 
disputed for years over their boundary. They were gather- 
ing for a desperate and fearful struggle, when in the hour 
of impending conflict the song of the angels of peace 
touched the hearts of both nations. They settled their 
dispute, sold or converted into merchant ships some of 
their war vessels, and thus took a foremost position in the 
way of national disarmament. In commemoration of this, 
on the summit of the Andes, nearly three miles above the 
level of the sea, on the border line fixed between these 
nations, has been uplifted a colossal statue of Christ, cast 
from the bronze of old cannon left there by the Spaniards 
at the time of the struggle for Argentina’s independence, 
and on it is this inscription : Sooner shall these moun- 
tains crumble into dust than Chileans and Argentines 
shall break this peace which at the feet of Christ, the 
Redeemer, they have sworn to maintain.” God speed the 
day when a similar statue shall be lifted up at the border 
of every nation to become the enduring witness to per- 
petual peace. And God forbid that our folly shall transfer 
the leadership in the great cause of universal peace from 
the United States of America to any other nation on the 
face of the globe. 

While I have an abiding faith that the tendency of 
American thought and purpose will ere long be reversed, 
no one can be blind to the fact that there is a persistent 
effort to make of this a great military nation. From the 
football field to the ironclad, from the athlete to the 
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admiral, the thought and the talk is fight. The cry is fight 
fair, but fight. The capital city has a different aspect from 
that which it had a few years ago. Brass buttons and 
epaulets are filling the eyes. Our newspapers are eulo- 
gizing the magnificence of our fleet and army, and the 
thought of the nation is largely in the direction of naval 
and military advance. Science is giving its attention to 
the discovery and manufacture of more effective instru- 
ments of death, and we are rapidly drifting into an admi- 
ration for the pride, pomp and circumstance of glorious 
war.” At the First Hague Conference we were among 
those nations calling for a limitation of armament. Now 
instead of leading in that direction we are constantly 
increasing our armament and point with pride to the fact 
that our naval fighting strength surpasses that of every 
other nation excepting Great Britain. How has this been 
brought about ? Let us look a little at our history and see 
how it has happened, and what it suggests. As we are 
told by the Hon. Charles Sumner, in his great oration on 
the True Grandeur of Nations,” our total military and 
naval expenditures during the eight years of Washing-, 
ton's presidential service were only $10,825,000. In his 
farewell address he urged upon his countrymen to avoid 
”the accumulation of debt, not only by shurining occa- 
sions of expense, but by vigorous exertion in time of peace 
to discharge the debts which unavoidable wars may have 
occasioned, not ungenerously throwing upon posterity the 
burden which we ourselves ought to bear.” Would that 
our late rulers had shown his calm judgment and sound 
political wisdom, and during these days of prosperity, in- 
stead of extravagant expenditures for military and naval 
purposes, devoted them to the payment of the national 
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debt. Following his advice, we extinguished our entire 
indebtedness before the close of Andrew Jackson's admin- 
istration. Thereafter came the Mexican War, leaving a 
small indebtedness, and in i86i the Civil War, which, 
lasting four years, piled up a debt of three thousand mil- 
lions of dollars. Resolutely we proceeded to pay that, and 
continued to do so until the year 1896, by which time, 
although recovering from the effects of that exhausting 
war, and with only limited prosperity, we had paid off two 
thousand million dollars. We then ceased payment, and 
to-day our debt remains about the same, increasing rather 
than diminishing within the last year or two by the issue 
of bonds for the Panama Canal. Why this change ? It 
sprang from the Spanish War, from personal ambitions 
and the love of militaiy display. Contrast the two wars. 
The Civil War lasted four years. The number of those 
enlisted in the Union army was 2,113,000. The number 
killed in action was 67,000 ; died of wounds received in 
action, 43,000 ; while the total number of deaths from all 
causes was 3 59, 000. I have no statistics of the Confed- 
erate army, but certainly they would largely increase the 
total casualties of the war. On the other hand, the Span- 
ish War lasted but a few months. The total number of 
men mustered in was 223,000. The number killed in 
action was only 218 — not as many as have been killed 
in many a single mining catastrophe ; the number of those 
that died from wounds received in action was 8 1 ; the num- 
ber dying from disease, 3848. The total casualties dur- 
ing that war were less than the number killed in railroad 
accidents in this country during a single year. Accord- 
ing to the report of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, the number killed on our railways during the year 



IN THE CAUSE OF PEACE 


13 


ending June 30, 1908, was 3764 ; the number injured, 
68,989. Other years show a greater fatality. In the Civil 
War were some of the greatest battles of history and a 
terrible loss of life on either side. In the Spanish War, 
outside of two brilliant naval engagements, there were only 
a few skirmishes. The two wars taken as a whole compare 
about like a twelve-inch rifled gun with a small pistol ; and 
yet, as we have seen, after the Civil War there was no cry 
for an increase in armament, no call for a navy to challenge 
the fleets of the world, a steady pa3niient of the national 
indebtedness, a devotion to the pursuits of peace, and a 
magnificent enlargement of our industries and business, 
while after the Spanish War we increased our army, and 
we have been steadily building ironclad after ironclad, until 
now our navy stands second among the navies of the world. 

Putting the matter in another form : During the ten 
years prior to the Spanish War the expenses of the army 
and navy, omitting pension charges, were five hundred 
and seven millions ; for the ten years following that 
war, $ 1 , 626 , 000 , 000 , or 1,119,000,000 more than in the 
prior ten years. This if applied to the national debt would 
have paid it in full and left something of a surplus for the 
digging of the Panama Canal. Is it not strange that so 
small a war has wrought such a change in the thought 
and action of the country, when the mightiest of wars 
wrought so little ? Certain interests which profit by naval 
construction have been active and clamorous. And a not 
inconsiderable part of the press has filled the air with calls 
for a larger navy. A little soap and a little water with a 
great deal of wind will make a large and beautiful bubble. 
But shortly the bubble will burst, the beauty be gone, and 
nothing left but soap and water. 
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As illustrating the eifoit to develop the naval and mili- 
tary spirit, it is not strange that the chief of staff of the 
American army has affirmed that we are wasting time in 
seeking arbitrations, and that the only true course for us 
to pursue is to make our military and naval strength so 
great as to be beyond danger of attack. Nor is it strange 
that the gallant admiral who started in command of our 
fleet on its tour around the world is reported to have said 
that the fewer statesmen and the more ironclads there 
were, there would be less danger of war. In other words, 
if we had more guns and fewer people unwilling to use 
them there would be less shooting. Such logic as that, 
as Mark Twain would say, is simply unanswerable. It 
might as well be said that to stop personal quarrels and 
prevent shooting, the law should require every man to 
carry a loaded pistol in his hip pocket. 

I noticed the other day that a distinguished English- 
man, long in the fiscal service of China, is credited with 
the statement that there would be no peace until China, 
with its four hundred millions, had become a thoroughly 
trained military nation, and then with her immense force 
she could say to each nation in the world, You must be 
at peace.'' But how long would such a peace last } Turn 
to history, and read the answer in the experience of the 
great nations of the past. 

According to circulars issued by the departments in 
November, 1908, the number of officers on the active list 
residing in the District of Columbia was 237 ; on the 
retired list, 166. The number of officers on the active 
list in the navy and marine corps was 216 ; on the retired 
list, 108. In other words, the number of military and 
naval officers on the active and retired lists then in the 
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District of Columbia was 727. Most of these had their 
families with them. In addition, there were a number of 
families of deceased officers. Do you wonder that these, 
connected as they are with the military and naval forces, 
are gradually transforming the capital of the country into 
a military and naval center, and that their influence is 
constantly pressing upon Congress for continued develop- 
ment and increased expenditures in military and naval 
lines ? Contrast this with the judicial service. The num- 
ber of federal judges in the District of Columbia and in 
all the states of the Union put together was then only 
138, less than twenty per cent of the military and naval 
officials gathered in the capital city. And yet we have a 
constant complaint of tardiness in judicial proceedings. Do 
you wonder that the army and navy make the great Ameri- 
can display in all the receptions at the White House, or that 
the officials who manage such receptions appear in mili- 
tary or naval uniform ? And this in face of the fact that 
all the leaders in the national life have been proclaiming 
their longing for universal peace. 

Do not think for one moment that I am intending any 
personal reflection on the officers of the army or the navy. 
I have a large acquaintance among them. Many I count 
as my warmest and dearest friends. Many I know to be 
gentlemen of the highest character, the purest and most 
patriotic of citizens. 

History repeats itself. No greater spectacle appeared 
during the Middle Ages than the Crusades. From west- 
ern Europe hastened knightly hosts to rescue the Holy 
Land from Moslem rule. The bravest and best of Euro- 
pean chivalry were gathered in these hosts, and many 
and gallant were the combats. Yet all in vain. From 
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the English Channel to the City of David lie scattered 
the bones of those knights, while the crescent still waves 
over Zion. Indeed, a few missionaries without sword or 
musket have done more to permanently undermine the 
power of Mahomet than all the hosts of crusading 
knights. Equally magnificent was the spectacle of our 
great fleet moving away from Hampton Roads on its long 
journey around the world. As it steamed away from the 
American shores there was a sight that appealed to the 
pride of every American. They went to show the Orien- 
tal what we have in the way of naval power ; as was said 
by our genial President, whom everybody loves, ”to put 
the ironclad in the eyes of the Orientals.” Does it not 
savor of the comic to talk of putting an ironclad in the 
eyes of Admiral Togo } Yet after all its journey, its parade 
and frolic, after having been seen by the Orientals, it will 
not bring the day of peace any nearer. How cleverly the 
Japanese answered this parade by sending two battleships 
to our shore. 

According to a report made by Secretary Newbeny to 
the Senate, the cost of the coal used on the battleships 
during the year 1908 was ^3, 163,000, increased by trans- 
portation and storage charges to 1^5,544,000. Evidently 
the voyage of the fleet around the world was an expensive 
luxury. He further reports that it costs over 109,000 
a year to keep a first-class battleship in good condition. 
What has the nation received for all this expenditure ? 

Another matter : Comparing the appropriations for the 
year ending June 30, 1910, it appears that for the army, 
fortifications, and militaiy academy, they amount to ;?i 1 1,- 
S97>5 iS- 67 ; for the navy, ^136,935, 199,05 ; and for pen- 
sions, 1^160,908,000. Or a total on account of wars and 
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preparations therefor of ^409, 740, 7 14.72 ; while the total 
executive, legislative, and judicial appropriations for the 
same length of time are only ^32,007,049, the former 
being twelve times as much as the latter. Is it any won- 
der that with all our immense revenue we are facing an 
increase of indebtedness ? 

In Appleton's Magazine Harold Boree states that the 
amount expended in the single year 1907 for military 
and naval purposes and pensions, excluding interest on 
the war debt, was for the four nations, the United States, 
Great Britain, Russia, and Germany, ^1,184,000,000, this 
country leading them with an expenditure of $359,000,000. 
In this connection it may be noticed that our expenditures 
in 1907 of $359,000,000 have been followed by appropri- 
ations for the coming year of $409,000,000, an increase 
in three years of $50,000,000. They were also more than 
thirty-seven times as much as the expenditures for the 
army and navy during the entire eight years of George 
Washington’s administration. 

How apt are the words of Longfellow : 

Were half the power that fills the world with terror, 

Were half the wealth bestowed on camps and courts, 
Given to redeem the human mind from error, 

There were no need of arsenals or forts. 

We are told that under the President’s direction the 
navy and army expenditures are respectively to be cut 
down by $10,000,000 and $20,000,000. But is the con- 
struction of a single ironclad stopped or the army re- 
duced by a single regiment ? Is it anything more than a 
postponement of certain not pressing expenditures ? 

Further, outside of our labors at the two Hague 
conferences Secretary Root, during the two years of 
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his administration of the state department, negotiated 
twenty-four treaties of arbitration. It may be said that 
notwithstanding such a treaty, a nation may repudiate 
the agreement to arbitrate and attack us, but the public 
opinion of the world is strong against any nation that 
repudiates its treaty obligations, and public opinion is 
to-day the most powerful force in the world. We have 
recently voted to restore to our coinage the motto, '' In 
God We Trust.” If we can trust him as the guarantor 
of our dollars, may we not also trust him to make good 
the international agreements for peace ? 

Again, when the Navy Bill was before Congress the 
nation was stirred with the scare of a possible war with 
Japan. I cannot help noticing how conveniently this scare 
appears. In the old almanacs it was often stated : " About 
this time of year look out for a great storm ” ; and so in 
our political almanacs it may be as well stated that about 
the time of year we are considering the question of an 
increase in the army or navy we may look for a great hue 
and cry about a probable war with Japan. 

Notwithstanding all present opposition, the United 
States will not fail. She will heed the summons to the lofty 
mission of peace. The blare of the bugles and the beat- 
ing of the drum will give way to the song of the angels ; 
and the brotherhood of man, which means peace between 
the nations, will find its loftiest expression in the unfold- 
ings of our history. There are three great forces in our 
civilization, each of which, more potent here than else- 
where in the world, voices for international peace ; and 
government of and by the people will heed those voices. 

First, the business interests. Nowhere are there more 
varied and larger business enterprises carried on than in 
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the United States. Our merchants sweep the entire hori- 
zon of the world in their pursuit of business. Our manu- 
facturing industries, some of them gigantic in extension, 
search the whole realm of industry in the furtherance of 
their work. The inventor and the mechanical engineer 
are ever busy devising new methods of toil, new machines, 
for accomplishing more and better work. Over eight hun- 
dred thousand patents for new and useful inventions have 
been issued from the Patent Office at Washington. The 
means of locomotion and the facilities for communication 
are extending in every direction. We have more miles of 
railroad than any other nation in the world and almost as 
many as all other nations put together. Mountains are 
no barrier ; rivers do not stay their course. Now all these 
interests look askance at the prospect of war. They dread 
the destruction of property and business. They hate to 
see the efforts of the brainy turned away from the further- 
ance of these interests into devising additional means of 
killing and sowing the land with the seeds of destruction. 
When Mr. Carnegie said that if any controversy arose 
between Great Britain and the United States it could be 
intrusted to the merchants of London and New York, 
who would settle it peacefully and with honor to both 
nations, he expressed the longing and faith of all business 
interests and may be looked upon as seer and prophet. 

Second, the laborers. The great mass of the American 
people are toilers, and their votes determine the policy 
of the government, for it is a government of and by the 
people. In England the labor party pressed upon the gov- 
ernment the consideration of a limitation of armament, 
and the government, obedient thereto, dared not withhold 
presenting the matter to the recent Hague conference. 
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Mr, Kier Hardie, the leader of that party in Parliament, in 
a recent address in this country declared that the laborers 
of the world were all opposed to war and demanded that all 
difSculties between nations should be settled by arbitration. 
The toilers see that war means the waste and destruction 
of property. They know that it takes life, that the army 
is drawn from their numbers, and that their homes are 
drained to fill the cemeteries of the battle field. They also 
realize full well that the cost of armies and of war is enor- 
mous, that that cost is made good by taxes, and they are 
beginning to appreciate more and more the fact that they 
pay the bulk of the taxes. They see the great nations of 
the Old World piling up from year to year and from decade 
to decade an ever-increasing burden of debt, and they also 
perceive that this country (which during thirty years had 
paid off two thirds of the debt created by the Civil War) 
has since then for military armament and naval display not 
only ceased to reduce, but has practically ceased all efforts 
at reduction. They are weighing the earnest words of 
Secretary Root when, appealing to the South American 
states for a closer union, he declared: 

Let us pledge ourselves to aid one another in the full 
performance of the duty to humanity which that accepted 
declaration implies, so that in time the weakest and most 
unfortunate of our republics may come to march with equal 
step by the side of the stronger and more fortunate. Let 
us help one another to show that for all the races of men 
the liberty for which we have fought and labored is the 
twin sister of justice and peace. Let us unite in creating 
and maintaining and making effective an all-American 
public opinion, whose power shall influence international 
conduct and prevent international wrong, and narrow the 



IN THE CAUSE OF PEACE 


21 


causes of war, and forever preserve our free lands from 
the burdens of such armaments as are massed behind the 
frontiers of Europe, and bring us ever nearer to the per- 
fection of ordered liberty. So shall come security and 
prosperity, production and trade, wealth, learning, the arts, 
and happiness for all.*’ 

It is a startling commentary on these words and these 
efforts of Secretary Root that, impelled by the action of 
this nation in building up a navy, Brazil and Argentina 
have lately commenced the enlargement of theirs and 
decline to enter into an agreement to stop the increase 
at a certain limit. 

The laborers, as all others, know that debt piled up for 
a navy is just as heavy a burden as a debt piled up for an 
army. They know that while the stock gamblers of New 
York may water stock there is no power that can water 
a debt — not even a debt for a navy. It remains a con- 
stant burden, whose interest is an annual drain and 
whose principal stands in the way of those works of peace 
which will promote the happiness and comfort of all. We 
hear from them already in the declarations of their organ- 
ized bodies that arbitration must be the rule, that inter- 
national peace must be the object, and that military and 
naval armaments must stop their growth. Nowhere in 
the world is the toiler such a power in the government. 
Nowhere is he such an intelligent force, so fully under- 
standing the cxirse and cost of war, and his opposition 
will grow more and more emphatic until every lawgiver 
hears and heeds. 

Third, woman. I am not now speaking as champion or 
prophet of female suffrage. I note only the fact that the 
last half century has changed her position. She is no 
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longer a purely home body, but has entered largely into 
public life. Whether voting or not, she has become an 
active and vigorous force in the national life. Her patri- 
otism is as certain and as strong as that of her brother, 
and whenever the need comes, although she may not 
shoulder the musket or draw the sword, she does all that 
is possible to ameliorate the hardships of war. The Red 
Cross is her work and her gloiy, and the noble bands of 
women who are giving their time and strength to increas- 
ing its efficiency and extending the reach of its influence 
are among the heroines of the nation. But while all this 
is true, you need no assurance that her voice is and always 
will be potent for peace. No mother nurses her baby boy 
and rears him to manhood without dread that his life may 
in its prime be cut off by the merciless bullet. She looks 
forward to old age in the hope and faith that that boy, in 
the vigor and strength of manhood, will be her comfort, 
support, and glory. There never was a time since the 
beginning of days that woman longed for bloodshed or 
the carnage of war, and the more fully she realizes its 
waste and destruction the more earnest will become her 
opposition. Nowhere in the world is she so potent a force 
in public life as in this country, and you may be sure that 
that force will be ere long concentrated in steadfast opposi- 
tion to war and in favor of the settlement of international 
disputes by arbitration. She cannot be sneered or laughed 
out of her faith, and he who looks for public recognition 
in this country will do well to take note of this fact. 

These are three great forces in the life of this nation ; 
and as they unite in the effort for arbitration and inter- 
national peace, they will compel the public men of the 
day to heed their demands. 
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I believe in the promises of Scripture, that His word 
shall not return unto Him void, but shall accomplish that 
which He pleases and shall prosper in the thing whereto 
He hath sent it ; that the time will come when the swords 
shall be beaten into plowshares and the spears into pruning 
hooks, and when men shall learn war no more forever. 

With the eye of faith I see* unrolled on the canvas of 
the future a glorious picture, in which shall be seen every 
laborer dwelling beneath his own vine and fig tree, receiv- 
ing ever a living wage for his toil, every merchant and 
manufacturer pursuing his business and his industry with- 
out a thought of interruption by the ravages of war, and 
men of science and wealth combining in the achievement 
of more and more gigantic results, adding not merely to 
the necessities, but also to the comforts and luxuries of 
life, taking possession of land and water and air, and all 
the forces to be found in them, and making them minister 
to human life. In the foreground will be seen that highest 
type of womanhood, the Madonna, and across her bosom 
will be these words : " Mary hath kept all these things, 
and hath pondered them in her heart ” ; while underneath 
will shine in letters of fadeless light, ''The United States 
of America has fulfilled its mission.” 



If a thousandth fart of what has been expended in war and pre^ 
paring its mighty engines had been devoted to the development of 
reason and the diffusion of Christian principlesy nothing would have 
been known for centuries past of its terrors, its sufferings, its im- 
poverishment, and its demoralization, but what was learned from 
history, — Horace mann. 

Were half the power that fills the world with terror. 

Were half the wealth bestowed on camps and courts. 
Given to redeem t}ie human mind from error. 

There were no need of arsenals or forts, — longfellow. 


SYNDICATES FOR WAR 

The intolerable burdens of taxation imposed by the present 
monstrous armaments of the nations are being everywhere realized, 
and the naval budgets are being criticized as never before. The 
people are being shown how much of the increased cost of living 
is due to these frightful extravagances and wastes, which make the 
existing armed peace hardly less serious than war itself. They 
have not been adequately shown how much of this expenditure 
is due to the systematic and persistent activity of great interests 
which are selfishly profiting by it. The World Peace Foundation in 
Boston has just published, under the title of Syndicates for War,” 
a special pamphlet devoted to the exposure of this ruthless despoiling 
of the public treasury for private and corporate gain. It is a reprint 
of some startling London letters to the New York Evening Post^ 
revealing a mass of confessed and indisputable facts of the situation 
in England almost incredible in their grossness. The situation is 
undoubtedly almost as bad in Germany, France, and the United 
States ; and we know that it is much worse in Russia. It is to be 
hoped that this pamphlet may be followed by another dealing with 
similar evils nearer home. But the present pamphlet should prompt 
our people to some solemn thinking as to the part taken by certain 
vested interests in keeping up the periodical war scares that insure 
them regular business and immense gains at the public cost. The 
pamphlet is an amazing revelation of the hidden springs of political 
measures which saddle inordinate taxes upon the people. 
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THE ARBITRATION TREATIES 


An Examination of the Majority Report of the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations^ in an Address before the World Peace Foundation, 
Massachusetts Peace Society and .Twentieth Century 
Club, at Boston, December 14, 1911 

BY 

ALBERT E, PILLSBTJRY 

Formerly Attorney-General of Massachusetts ^ Lecturer on Constitutional Law 
in the Law School of Boston University 

The dream of philantkropists, to get rid of war, has almost in a 
day become the problem of statesmen. What has worked this mir- 
acle? Not that war is unnecessary, foolish, wasteful, brutalizing, 
and wicked, not that “war is hell,” but it is becoming too expen- 
sive. Modem improvements in the art of butchery and destruc- 
tion have made it so costly that more than one national exchequer 
is breaking down under the mere attempt to maintain a state of prep- 
aration for it. Statesmen have to take notice of this, and even 
pseudo-statesmen more or less reluctantly admit that something must 
be done about it. 

This motive, with the advancing moral sentiment of the world, has 
given the cause of international arbitration an impetus which the 
most confident opponent of war would not have predicted at the begin- 
ning of the twentieth century. The pending treaties of the United 
States with Great Britain and France are so far in advance of any 
previous achievement that their importance, not only to our own 
country and to the other powers concerned but to the cause of 
civilization throughout the world, can hardly be overestimated. If 
ratified, they will mark an epoch in the history of international rela- 
tions, and indeed in the history of mankind, as a beginning of the 
practical abolition of war. 

The Hague Convention of 1907 does not bind any nation by direct 
agreement to arbitrate any controversy. In our treaties of 1908 with 
Great Britain and France we agreed to arbitrate all difierences of a 
legal nature or relating to the inteipretation of treaties, but with the 
large exception of such as affect “the vital interests, the independence 
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or the honor,” of the parties, or the interests of others. This left 
undone the vital thing, which is to bring this most difficult and dis- 
turbing class of questions into agreed arbitration and put them 
beyond the hazard of war. 

Early in the present year President Taft, with a courage and eleva- 
tion of purpose that will remain his highest title to distinction, made 
overtures to Great Britain and France respectively toward a treaty 
of arbitration as nearly universal as the present state of public senti- 
ment and human development is supposed to permit. The response 
was immediate and cordial. The position taken by the President, 
and the remarkable speech of the British Foreign Secretary in the 
House of Commons, attracted and fixed the attention of the world 
upon this undertaking of three of the greatest nations to make a real 
beginning at the abolition of war, and all civilized mankind has been 
watching the mighty experiment with eager interest and the most 
anxious hope for its success. All the auspices appeared favorable. 
In August the treaties were signed and laid before the Senate for its 
consent, when the first discordant note was sounded by a majority of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, recommending that the vital 
clause be stricken from the treaties. 

To understand the real issue presented by this action of the com- 
mittee, it is necessary to know what the treaties imdertake to do. 
The two are in substantially the same terms, and may be considered 
together. The clause of Article I defining the scope of each treaty 
is as follows: — 

'‘All differences hereafter arising between the High Contracting 
Parties, which it has not been possible to adjust by diplomacy, relat- 
ing to international matters in which the High Contracting Parties 
are concerned by virtue of a claim of right made by one against the 
other under treaty or otherwise, and which are justiciable in their 
nature by reason of being susceptible of decision by the application 
of the principles of law or equity, shall be submitted to the Perma- 
nent Court of Arbitration established at The Hague by the Conven- 
tion of October i8, 1907, or to some other arbitral tribunal, as may be 
decided in each case by special agreement.” 

The great advance beyond the treaties of 1908 is in bringing ques- 
tions of the "national honor” class within the scope of agreed arbitra- 
tion. The substance of the agreement is that all differences, of what- 
ever character, arising by virtue of a claim of right, if justiciable in 
their nature, shall be arbitrated. Another new and important 
provision, adopted from the Hague Convention, is that upon request 
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of dther party any controversy may be sent to a Joint Commission 
of Inquiry for investigation and recommendation, with an interval of 
a year’s time, if desired; thus securing deliberation, a judicial find- 
ing of the facts, and the advice of a tribunal of high character, as a 
safeguard against public clamor and the danger of sudden war in hot 
blood. 

The vital working feature remains, the feature that makes each 
treaty a real and effective compact of peace. Recognizing that 
the question of what is a justiciable or arbitrable case may be sub- 
ject to difference of opinion, and that the treaty may go for naught 
and its benefits be lost if arbitration can be defeated because of such 
difference, it is further provided that, if the parties disagree as to 
whether a particular case is within the scope of the treaty as a 
proper subject of arbitration, this question shall be submitted to the 
Joint Commission of Inquiry, and, if that body finds that the case is 
within the treaty description, it shall go to arbitration. This is the 
final clause of Article III, which is in these terms: — 

*‘It is further agreed, however, that in cases in which the Parties 
disagree as to whether or not a difference is subject to arbitration 
under Article I of this Treaty, that question shall be submitted to 
the Joint High Commission of Inquiry; and if all or all but one of the 
members of the Commission agree and report that such difference is 
within the scope of Article I, it shall be referred to arbitration in 
accordance with the provisions of this Treaty.” 

This is the crucial point. It is this feature that makes the treaties 
significant beyond any others ever concluded between nations, for 
this, and this alone, ensures the arbitration of every justiciable 
case. This clause is stricken out by the majority of the committee 
in reporting the treaties to the Senate. The report encountered at 
the threshold the formidable dissent of Senators Root and Burton 
with the Chairman, who favor the treaties as they are, and with 
whom Senators McCumber and Sutherland are now aligned, but 
it prevented imm ediate ratification and will destroy, if it prevails, 
the moral effect and the practical value of the movement of which 
these treaties are the culmination. It has gone out to the world 
that the treaties are held up in the American Senate, and this is 
liable to be taken abroad as representing the sentiment of the coun- 
try. The President appeals from the committee to the people, and 
it becomes their duty to acquaint themselves with the reasons by 
which it is sought to justify this action of the majority, that they 
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may bring to bear upon the situation the controlling force of an en- 
Kghtened public opinion. 

It is apparent on the face of the report — ^indeed, the majority make 
no attempt to conceal it — ^that their objection to the treaties is wholly 
because of the supposed invasion of the prerogatives of the Senate. 
But they appear to fall into the singular error of taking the final 
clause of Article ITE, which they would strike out, as meaning that, 
if the Joint Commission of Inquiry finds a case to be within the 
treaty, it must then go to arbitration, without any power remain- 
ing in the Senate to interfere or prevent it. 

It might not be an unmixed misfortune if it were so, but such 
is not the treaty. Senator Burton makes this clear in his dissenting 
statement, and, if anything can be wanting to his demonstration, 
Secretary Knox, in his address at Cincinnati, has supplied it. If 
the Commission finds a case to be within the treaty, then, by the 
express terms of this clause, “it shall be referred to arbitration in 
accordance with the provisions of this Treaty,^^ By the provisions 
of the treaty, in Article I, no case goes to arbitration until the de- 
tails are first settled by a special agreement, to be made on our part 
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. According to 
the plain language, and for all the reasons of the case, this provision 
operates as fully when the Commission has found a difference to be 
arbitrable as it does when the parties have agreed at the outset that 
it is arbitrable. In either event the same procedure follows, of 
which the special agreement is a part. As this is subject to the 
consent of the Senate, that body has the same power over the arbi- 
tration in the one case as in the other. 

It may be possible that the attack of the majority upon Article 
m was wholly due to this mistaken conception of its effect upon 
the senatorial prerogatives. But when their position is examined 
sufiSiciently to see what they are really contending for, this will ap- 
pear unlikely, for a reason which must be noticed. 

While the power of the Senate to interfere and stop an arbitra- 
tion after the Joint Commission has found the case to be arbitrable 
is as clear and unquestionable as its power to prevent the arbitra- 
tion of any other case by declaring it not properly arbitrable, the 
actual situation of the Senate in the respective cases is quite dif- 
ferent. When the Commission has found a case to be within, the 
treaty, arbitration would follow as of course, subject only to the 
power of the Senate to block it by refusing its consent to the spe- 
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dal agreement. Under ordinary drcumstances the Senate would 
not be justified to the country, and much less to the adverse party, 
in thus defeating an arbitration at this stage, as this would properly 
be regarded as a breach of the faith of the treaty. But if any mis- 
carriage of the Executive, or of a Commission, should ever imperil 
the national interests, — a case wholly unlikely to occur, — this power 
could be exercised, and it would be ample for the emergency. The 
Senate could stop the proceedings, and, if done to avert a real national 
peril, undoubtedly the country would sustain the act. 

On the other hand, if the final dause of Artide III is stricken 
from the treaties as the majority recommend, the Senate retains not 
only the power but the unqualified right to prevent arbitration, in 
any case and so in aU cases, if it chooses to say that the case is not 
properly arbitrable. It is plain, therefore, that the majority stand 
not merely for an emergency power to prevent an arbitration, which 
the Senate will retain in any event, but a power which they can exer- 
cise freely and at their pleasure, without being open to the charge 
of bad faith. In short, they stand not merely for the power, but for 
the moral and political right, to prevent arbitration in any case if they 
see fit, keeping the whole subject at all times within their own control. 

This would continue in perpetuity the very state of things that 
arbitration is designed to put an end to, and is principally valuable 
for putting an end to. The highest service of arbitration is to place 
a cause of international offence where statesmen cannot play politics 
with it, nor an exdted populace foment it into sudden war. The 
issue thus presented by the majority report should be so clearly under- 
stood that there can be no mistake about it. The most hardened 
advocate of war must be satisfied with the report, and might have 
written it. If the treaties are so amended, they are destroyed for 
the piirposes of any case in which a third of the Senate is, for any 
reason, disinclined to arbitration. If the Senate follows the lead 
of the committee, it is notice to the world that an effective treaty of 
general arbitration with the United States is impossible. 

The majority could not openly concede that they are dealing the 
treaties a fatal blow for no better reason than solicitude for their 
own privileges. They must find some other reason. Accordingly, 
they do not stop with the mere objection that the treaties deprive the 
Senate of its control over arbitration. They plant themselves upon 
the Constitution, and say that the reference to a Commission of the 
question whether a difference is within the scope of the treaty amounts 
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to an unconstitutional delegation of the treaty-making power of the 
Senate. 

This is important, if true. But the question to be referred relates 
to interpretation of the treaty. In the treaties of 1908 we a^eed 
to arbitrate all questions relating to the interpretation of treaties,” 
except such as fall into the national honor dass, and nothing was 
heard about the Constitution. 

Probably we should all agree, however, that if the treaties in- 
volve the surrender of any constitutional power of the Senate or 
its delegation to an international commission in violation of the 
Constitution, they ought not to be ratified in that form. The most 
eminent constitutional authority in the committee, and some of 
the most eminent in the country, have expressed opinions against 
this view of the majority. It will not be difficult to show, if there 
is any need of showing, that these opinions are correct and the 
ground taken by the majority untenable. 

What is the treaty-making power of the Senate? It is con- 
ferred, in a dozen words, by Section 2 of Article n of the Con- 
stitution. The President “shall have power, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, to make treaties, provided two- 
thirds of the senators present concur.” The advisory function is 
only inddental to the consenting power, which is the real power 
coiierred. 

We might stop with this statement, for the fallacy of the majority 
report is apparent on the face of it. Does the treaty vest in the 
Commission or divest from the Senate any part of the power of 
the Senate to consent or refuse its consent to a treaty? Clearly it 
does not. 

There is another short answer to the constitutional objection. 
Probably no one would suppose it to be an unconstitutional dele- 
gation of the power of the Senate to submit a particular case to ar- 
bitration on the express condition that the arbitral tribunal finds it 
to be a justiciable claim of right, capable of decision by principles 
of law or equity. These or essentially similar conditions must nec- 
essarily be imphed, if not expressed, in many treaties of arbitration. 
The principle involved in the pending treaties is precisely the same. 
If the one instance is not unconstitutional, the other cannot be. 

But let us examine the supposed constitutional question a little 
more closely. The consenting power of the Senate necessarily carries 
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with it the right or privilege of passing upon every question, of fact 
or law, involved in any case. The Senate could have rejected, 
from the beginning, every treaty of arbitration, and insisted that 
no difference with any foreign power should be adjusted save by 
a direct agreement of settlement, after every question involved had 
been examined and determined by the Senate itself. Of course, the 
Senate has never taken this position. On the contrary, it has almost 
from the adoption of the Constitution been accustomed to consent 
to treaties of arbitration, and has throughout that long period con- 
sented to a large number of them. 

How do the pending treaties differ from other treaties of arbitra- 
tion to which the Senate has consented? So far as this question is 
concerned, they differ only by the single provision that, if the powers 
do not agree as to whether a particular difference is within the treaty 
description of arbitrable cases, this question may be referred to and 
decided by an international Commission. 

This is a mixed question of fact and law, involving, first, a knowl- 
edge of the facts of the case, second, such construction of the treaty, 
if any, as may be necessary to determine whether the case is within 
it. But in every arbitration the tribunal is empowered to find the 
facts, so far as they are in dispute, and it necessarily has power to 
construe the treaty or agreement, not only to determine whether the 
case presented is within it, but for all other purposes essential to the 
decision. Otherwise, it could make no decision. 

The only real difference, then, between these treaties and previous 
treaties of arbitration is that this particular question, whether a case 
is within the scope of a treaty, may not heretofore have been sub- 
mitted to arbitration by itself. Is there anything in the Constitution 
which forbids this to be done, or makes it a delegation of the treaty- 
making power of the Senate? 

There are no express limitations on the treaty-making power. 
Clearly there can be no impHed limitation which would exclude 
treaties of arbitration. A sovereign nation has inherent power to 
make any sort of treaty, and the whole treaty-making power of the 
United States is vested in the President with the consent of the Senate. 
Nor was it ever supposed that there is any implied limitation 
upon the number or character of questions that may be submitted 
to arbitration, or the time or order or manner of submission. The 
power has always been taken to include, and does without doubt 
include, every phase and particular of the adjustment of every in- 



ternational dispute, each and every one of which may be dealt with 
in any manner to which the treaty powers agree. All this has been 
assumed without question, and is now historically settled. 

The power of the Senate to decide for itself the question whether 
a particular case is a proper subject of arbitration is only a part of the 
same power that authorizes it to decide for itself any or every other 
question, of fact or of law, involved in any case, before consenting to 
a treaty. If it is an unconstitutional delegation of its power to leave 
this question to a Commission, it is equally so to leave any other dis- 
puted question to a Commission. If the Constitution requires that 
this question be determined by the Senate, it requires equally that 
every other disputed question be determined by the Senate, and all 
arbitration is, and has always been, a delegation of the power of the 
Senate and unconstitutional. 

Nobody would believe this, nor is there any reason for believing it. 
While the Constitution empowers the Senate to determine every ques- 
tion for itself if it sees fit, nobody has ever supposed that the Con- 
stitution requires the Senate to determine every question, or any 
particular question, or any particular class of questions. The ref- 
erence of this question is as plainly an exercise of the treaty-making 
power, and as constitutional an exercise of it, as the reference of any 
other question to arbitration or negotiation. 

To delegate its constitutional power of consenting or refusing its 
consent to a treaty, which the Senate cannot do if it would, is one 
thing. To waive the exercise of a right or privilege possessed by 
virtue of the treaty-making power, which it can do and does in every 
treaty of arbitration, is quite a different thing. The government 
properly waives its right to make war whenever it concludes a treaty 
of peace, but it does not and cannot surrender or delegate its power 
to make war. The majority of the committee appear to overlook this 
distinction. 

There is hardly need of resort to judicial authority upon so plain 
a question, but this is nothing new or unfamiliar. It was long ago 
judicially settled that it is not a delegation of legislative power for 
a law to leave to a public board or officer a question upon which its 
application or operation may depend. For a cogent example, the 
Supreme Court of the United States has held that it is not uncon- 
stitutional as an exercise of legislative or treaty-making powers for 
the President to decide, as under treaties or Acts of Congress he 
may, whether a foreign country is within the scope of a tariff act 
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or reciprocity treaty. Similar illustrations might be multiplied 
without limit. The question left by the pending treaties to the 
Joint Commission, whether a particular case is within the scope of 
the treaty, is precisely such a question. 

The conclusion is unavoidable that the treaties involve no dele- 
gation of the power of the Senate and no infringement of the Constitu- 
tion. And we have already seen that they do not deprive the Senate 
of its power over any arbitration, unconstitutionally or otherwise. 
As each groimd fails upon which the majority profess to stand (for 
they protest much against ofl&cial pride of position or privilege as 
any part of their motive to opposition), it ought to be enough to stop 
here. 

But they nevertheless say, and urge the objection at great length, 
that, even if not unconstitutional, it would be ‘^most unwise and 
most perilous” to so far deprive the Senate of its power, as they 
call it, as to allow the question whether a difference is within the 
scope of the treaty to be referred to and decided by a Commission. 
We have seen that the Senate is not deprived of any part of its power, 
but, if the treaties are for any reason unwise or perilous, this ought 
to be known. 

The majority assign some reasons why [this reference would in 
their view be unwise and perilous. They say that the description 
of the questions embraced by the treaties is novel, and is very large, 
general, and indeterminate; that nobody knows exactly what “jus- 
ticiable” means, or what “equity” is, and “under these circumstances 
to vest in an outside Commission the power to say finally what the 
treaty means by its very general and indefinite language is to vest 
in that Commission the power to make for us an entirely different 
treaty from that which we supposed ourselves to be making.” This, 
again, is important if true, and as it is calculated to excite opposition 
to the treaties, it calls for examination. 

The President and Secretary of State have answered for themselves, 
politely but effectually, the intimation that they did not know what 
they were about, and acted so unwisely as to put the national interests 
in peril, in negotiating the treaties. It is indeed novel, as the report 
says, to bring questions of the national honor class within the scope 
of agreed arbitration. It is the greatest advance ever made at one 
step in the history of international relations, and it has taken more 
than a hundred years of arbitration to bring the system to this point 
of development. But, so far from an objection to the treaties, this 
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Is generally and justly regarded as their highest daim to the favOT of 
the parties and of the world. 

The treaties do not appear to be espedally difficult or doubtful 
of meaning. As treaties go, they are short and dear. They can 
be made to appear doubtful, as any written instrument can be, or 
they can be read plainly. It is inaccurate and misleading to say 
that Article HI leaves to the Commission “the power to say 
finally what the treaty means,” or “the power to make for us an 
entirely different treaty.” It leaves to the Commission the power to 
find, upon judicial inquiry, whether a particular case is within the 
treaty description of arbitrable cases, and nothing more. The word 
“justiciable” which troubles the majority, so far from being left 
doubtful is defined, in plain words. A case is justiciable if it can be 
dedded by the principles of law or equity. The “law” in question 
is a reasonably well-established sdence, not unfamiliar to those 
having to deal with it. “Equity” is a broader term, but it would 
not seem to be embarrassing. The majority take it, and are 
probably justified in taking it, to mean “that which is equally right 
or just to all concerned; as the application of the dictates of good 
consdence to the settlement of controversies.” Do they regard 
equity, thus defined, as objectionable? It may appear to some 
minds unfortimate that such prindples as these shoxfid be applied 
to the settlement of international disputes, but this is commonly 
understood to be the very purpose of arbitration. 

It is to be remembered that, whenever the powers are not agreed 
that a case is arbitrable, either party may bring it before the Com- 
mission for previous examination, — “for impartial and consdentious 
investigation” are the words, —so that the question of arbitrability 
may always be dedded upon full knowledge of the case, in the light 
of all facts and arguments that can be brought to bear upon it. Have 
we anything to fear from this? Is there any reason why the United 
States cannot afford to come into this agreement if Great Britain 
and France or other foreign powers can afford to come into it? 

By way of answer to this question the majority refer to territory, 
immigration, and the Monroe Doctrine as subjects which ought 
never to be submitted to arbitration, — subjects, indeed, which “no 
nation could submit to an outside judgment without abdicating its 
sovereignty and independence,” but which, they say, are liable to be 
forced upon us tmder these treaties, if ratified. Perhaps we ought to 
assume that the majority present this argument in good faith. Other- 
wise, it would appear to be dragged in for the purpose of diverting 
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attention from the real issue to one which may exdte public aj^e- 
hension and help to defeat the treaties. It really need not be dis- 
cussed, for, as Senator Root points out, all such apprehensions can be 
foreclosed by a stroke of the pen in the act of ratification, without 
touching the text of the treaty. Even this ought not to be done. 
The treaties are plain enough without it. It may have to be done, 
as a concession to prejudice or misunderstanding, and, if done, it dis- 
poses of this argument. 

But passing this, and passing the questionable expediency of cast- 
ing out in advance of the treaties the unnecessary invitation to do 
what probably no foreign power would ever think of doing but for 
the notice that it may be expected, what is to be apprehended 
in this direction? The treaties do not extend to matters wholly of 
governmental policy. This would seem to be plain enough on the 
face of them. Secretary Elnox, at Cincinnati, has added his demon- 
stration to that of the cfissentmg senators, explaining that the treaties 
were drawn with special care to exclude sucli questions, in defer- 
ence to the supposed unwillingness of the Senate to allow them to be 
brought within the scope of arbitration. We have seen that an 
arbitrable case must be one in which each party has a legitimate con- 
cern, that it must stand upon a claim of right based upon a treaty or 
some other recognized international obligation, and must be capable 
of decision by principles of law or equity. This description cannot 
be applied to immigration, or to the Monroe Doctrine. As to this, 
the case is so clear that the British Foreign Secretary has publicly 
avowed his opinion that the treaty has nothing to do with the Monroe 
Doctrine. 

Take immigration. It lies at the foundation of international law 
that no nation has or can claim a right to introduce its inhabitants 
into another country against the will of the latter, and no nation is 
bound to receive them. This is a policy which every nation may 
determine for itself, imquestioned by any other. These treaties can 
have no concern with it, unless such a question shoiild arise under 
some other treaty provision, in which event probably every one would 
agree that it is a proper subject of arbitration. 

Take the Monroe Doctrine. A good deal might be said, if the 
occasion required, about this ancient fetich, but it is unnecessary. 
This, too, has nothing to do with claims of right and is not adjucii- 
cable by principles of law or equity. If anything, it is a political 
policy of our government, resting solely in our own will and our power 
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to enforce it. It is not a subject of international obligation, or of 
claims of right by foreign powers, and the principles of law or equity 
cannot be so applied to it as to make it justiciable under these 
treaties. 

There are men of enlightened judgment who think that even such 
subjects as these should be and eventually may be brought within 
the scope of international arbitration. The President himself has 
openly avowed this opinion. The system will never be complete 
until it has become as impossible for a strong nation to stand upon 
its power, regardless of right, as for a strong man to bully and over- 
reach his weaker neighbor. It is enough at present to say that the 
treaties exclude such subjects. Claims of right, resting in recog- 
nized international obligation and capable of decision by the. prin- 
ciples of law or equity, cannot arise out of them. 

Something more may be said about territory. On this subject 
the majority sound an alarm to the states, declaring that the very 
soil under their feet may be involved. ‘‘The rights of each state 
and of the United States to their territory,” it is said, “might be 
forced to arbitration.” Do these gentlemen really believe, or do 
they expect anybody else to believe, that any foreign power can or 
ever will claim, as of right, the territory of any state, or, if claimed, 
that any foreign power could prove title to it upon principles of law 
or equity? Such an appeal to the galleries woidd seem out of place 
here. Questions of territory are familiar subjects of arbitration. 
Every question of boundary is a question of territory. We began 
to arbitrate such questions almost as long ago as the Jay Treaty 
of 1795. In the forties we surrendered to Great Britain a consid- 
erable territory claimed by Maine and Massachusetts, and the settle- 
ment was received with general approval even in the states directly 
concerned. A few years later the country rang with the Oregon 
boundary cry of “fifty-four forty or fight,” but there was no fifty- 
four forty, and there was no fight. We peaceably and sensibly 
accepted much less than we claimed. Great Britain, perhaps the 
most confident and aggressive of all the powers, has repeatedly 
done the same thing. It is little better than nonsense to say 
that arbitration of a claim of right to disputed territory, capable’ 
of decision by the principles of law or equity, involves “aban- 
donment of our sovereignty and independence.” Have we any 
territory to which any such claim can be asserted? If so, where is 
it? We have the territory of the Filipinos, which, as many think, 
belongs to them, but we are not now making a treaty with the Fili- 



pinos, nor can they come into the treaty-making family without 
our consent. Is it the Panama Canal zone? It is possible that 
our title to that could be impeached, and, if so, the sooner the better, 
that it may be made good. What would be thought of a man in 
possession of land claimed as of right by his neighbor, who defies 
the law and insists on keeping possession by force, if he can? Do we 
desire to take that lawless attitude toward the nations, or do we 
need to? Are there any such claims, anywhere, and is it desired, 
taking advantage of our strength, to suppress them by menace of 
superior force, and is this the reason why we will not agree in advance 
to arbitrate them? 

It would seem, if the majority really feel the apprehensions they 
express that the treaties may let in upon us any claims of the non- 
justiciable classes, that they would have accepted the suggestion of 
the dissenting senators to exclude them, once for all, by reserva- 
tion in ratif 3 dng the treaty, without mutilating the text. They can 
hardly complain if the turning of their backs upon this simple, 
inoffensive, and effective method of quieting these fears, and insist- 
ing, instead, on cutting out the heart of the treaties, is taken as 
evidence of a purpose to destroy rather than to perfect them. 

The majority assert that the Joint High Commission, which is to 
decide whether a case is within the scope of the treaty, may be com- 
posed of but one person, or may be composed wholly of foreigners. 
This is contrary to the universal understanding outside of the com- 
mittee, and is incorrect; and, while it may not be worth extended 
discussion, it is addressed to the Senate for the purpose of influencing 
its action and is calculated to prejudice the treaties, as the whole con- 
troversy arises over the functions of this Commission. Article 11 
establishing the Joint High Commission of Inquiry provides that: — 

'' whenever a question or matter of difference is referred to the Joint 
High Commission of Inquiry, each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall designate three of its nationals to act as members of the Com- 
mission of Inquiry for the purposes of such reference; or the Commis- 
sion may be otherwise constituted in any particular case by the terms 
of the reference.” 

The only ground for the majority statement is in the last clause 
of this paragraph. Passing the imputation upon any occupant of 
the presidential office that, even if it be as they say, he would go out 
of his way and out of the ordinary course of the treaty to agree to a 
Commission so ‘‘otherwise constituted” as to imperil any national 
interest, the statement cannot be reconciled either with the language 
or the purpose of the treaty. 
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The final clause of Article III prescribes that: — 

“in cases in which the Parties disagree as to whether or not a differ- 
ence is subject to arbitration under Article I of this Treaty, that 
question shdl be submitted to the Joint High Conamission of In- 
quiry; and if all or all hut one of the members of the Commission agree 
and report that such difference is within the scope of Article I, it 
shall be referred to arbitration in accordance with the provisions of 
this Treaty.” 

These words, “all or all but one of the members of the Commis- 
sion,” cannot be applied to a Commission of one or even of two 
persons. The word “all,” used by distinction from the word “one,” 
necessarily impKes more than one. And the Co mm ission is the 
“Joint High Commission,” A Commission of one is not a “Joint” 
Commission. 

Not only is the “otherwise constituted” clause of Article II inca- 
pable of application to the special case dealt with in Article m, 
but there can be no intention so to apply it. The case under Article 
in is a case by itself. It is a familiar rule that special provisions 
supersede general provisions, if there is inconsistency between them. 
The purpose is clear that this particular question shall go to the Joint 
High Commission constituted by the treaty, the only Commission 
constituted by the treaty, and that a difference shall not be de- 
clared arbitrable unless at least two representatives of the objecting 
power concur with the three of the other power in the decision. This 
is the only construction that can ensure the automatic and inde- 
feasible operation of this most important clause. The treaty binds 
each party to appoint members of this Joint Commission of six when- 
ever either party calls for it. It does not bind either party to agree, 
under any circumstances, to any Commission otherwise constituted. 

The majority report invites some general criticism which other- 
wise might well be spared. The argument is essentially a demonstra- 
tion against any abridgment of the senatorial privileges. It is not 
the Constitution, or the national safety, but the curule dignity that 
is threatened. Equally apparent is an underlying jealousy of the 
President or the presidential office. Secretary Knox, at Cincinnati, 
broadly intimated that this senatorial attitude toward the Executive 
compelled the limiting of the treaties to justiciable claims of right 
instead of extending the benefits of arbitration to all international 
disputes. We should hardly expect to find an official document of 
this importance appearing imder examination to be questionable 



in motive, mistaken in law, inaccurate in statement, unwarranted 
in assumption, sophistical in reasoning, and openly hypocritical in 
its protests of friendship for arbitration while it stabs tihe treaties in 
the back, as Joab stabbed his brother Amasa in the act of embracing 
him. No one would lightly ascribe to these distinguished gentlemen 
a purpose to deceive the Senate, or the people; but if they believe 
what they say, they have deceived themselves, and the blxmder of a 
statesman may be as bad as a crime. There is in the report a per- 
vading tone of uncandor, a sense of something covert and undis- 
closed, of a purpose to eviscerate the treaties for a reason or reasons 
which are not uncovered unless senatorial prerogative is the only 
reason. It is a significant feature of the document that, while the 
United States has led the movement for arbitration, as its foremost 
advocate among the great nations, the majority of this committee 
is contending for an imbridled privilege to prevent arbitration, and 
not merely this, but to prevent it against the judgment of the Ex- 
ecutive, the first branch of the treaty-making power, in cases to 
which he would apply it. The whole drift of the argument is to 
restrict arbitration, and turn the face of the United States against 
it, on the evident assumption that the less we have of it, the better, — 
an argimient which the people will hardly accept, whatever the atti- 
tude of the Senate may be. It does not seem to be thought of, that 
some time we may be in a situation to invoke arbitration on our 
own account. There is a plain implication, if the words mean any- 
thing, that the United States is somehow or somewhere liable to 
claims of right by a foreign power or powers which we cannot afford 
to submit to impartial arbitration, so long as they can be kept in 
suppression by other means. Partisan politics are supposed to be 
foreign and unknown to diplomacy or international relations, but 
there is even a lurking sense of the all-pervading tariff question. 
Is it possible that the majority see the ghost of protection stalk- 
ing behind the treaties? Is the open distrust of the President's 
power in making an agreement, or a Commission, occasioned by fear 
that some day a president may not be “sound” upon this or other 
political issues? 

It is not an opportune time for the Senate to take its stand upon 
prerogative to block a movement at which the world is looking on. 
It cannot but add fuel to the flame of its consuming unpopularity, 
and put a new and formidable weapon in the hands of those who 
would reduce the Senate of the Constitution to a little House of Rep- 
resentatives. The most ancient, illustrious, and powerful Senate in 



the world died of prerogative two or three months ago. If our Con- 
script Fathers consult the auspices, they will deal promptly with the 
wrong-headed obstinacy, the C3mical indifference to the moral senti- 
ment of the country, that characterizes this report. As for the people, 
there are one or two things for them to do. They are already put in 
a false position before the world, but they can take care of this, and 
the response to the President’s appeal indicates that they will take 
care of it. Among our ninety-odd millions, but one voice accus- 
tomed to speak with authority is heard in dissent, and upon this ques- 
tion the people will hardly go for counsel to a temperamental fighting 
man. They may conclude that it is now time to let in the light once 
for all upon the oracular mysteries of “executive session.” If this 
performance had taken place behind closed doors, and if the people 
had not found out in time the character of the arguments by which it 
is sought to control the Senate in an act of supreme consequence, 
the cause of the world’s peace might have been set back for a genera- 
tion and the interests of humanity been sacrificed to the personal 
importance of half a dozen men. One-third plus one of the senators 
present in secret session, playing the game of political power if noth- 
ing worse, can defeat any treaty. It is ultimately for the people to 
say whether the greatest cause that now appeals to the enlightened 
sentiment of the world shall be struck down in the house of its friends, 
that a jingo Senate may some day be in a position to juggle with the 
issues of war. This is a crisis in the cause of international arbitra- 
tion. No one expects that these treaties will bring in the millennium, 
but, when three of the foremost nations have once actually sealed a 
compact to arbitrate all justiciable disputes, which the ratification 
of the treaties will accomplish and the amendment sought by the 
majority of the committee will prevent and defeat, the final and com- 
plete success of the movement is assured. The moral attraction of a 
scheme that offers even a prospect of immunity from war will draw the 
other nations into it with compelling force. The United States is 
to-day, where it has always been and where it belongs, at the head 
of the movement. To strike at these treaties in their vital part will 
be notice to the world that the American nation has faced about and 
stands in the way of any further advance toward a real league of 
peace. Unless the people are content to be put in that attitude, it 
is for them to see that the treaties come to no harm. 



If a thousandth part of what has been expended in war and pre- 
paring its mighty engines had been dewted to the development of 
reason and the diffusion of Christian principles, nothing would have 
been known for centuries past of its terrors, its sufferings, its im- 
poverishment, and its demoralization, but what was learned from 
history. --' RcmACE . mann. 

Were half the power that fills the world with terror, 

Were half the wealth bestowed on camps and courts, 
Given to redeem the human mind from error, 

There were no need of arsenals or forts . — ^longpellow. 


SYNDICATES FOR WAR. 

The intolerable burdens of taxation imposed by the present 
monstrous armaments of the nations are being everywhere real- 
ized, and the naval budgets are being criticised as never before. 
The people are being shown how much of the increased cost of 
living is due to these frightful extravagances and wastes, which 
make the existing armed peace hardly less serious than war 
itseK. They have not been adequately shown how much of 
this expenditure is due to the systematic and persistent activity 
of great interests which are selfishly profiting by it. The World 
Peace Foundation in Boston has just published, under the title 
of “Syndicates for War,’’ a special pamphlet devoted to the ex- 
posure of this ruthless despoiling of the public treasury for pri- 
vate and corporate gain. It is a reprint of some startling Lon- 
don letters to the New York Evening revealing a mass of 
confessed and indisputable facts of the situation in England 
almost incredible in their grossness. The situation is undoubtedly 
almost as bad in Germany, France, and the United States; and 
we know that it is much worse in Russia. It is to be hoped that 
this pamphlet may be followed by another dealing with similar 
evils nearer home. But the present pamphlet should prompt 
our people to some solemn thinking as to the part taken by cer- 
tain vested interests in keeping up the periodical war-scares that 
ensure them regular business and immense gains at the public 
cost. The pamphlet is an amazing revelation of the hidden 
springs of political measures which saddle inordinate taxes upon 
the people. 
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rim ARBITRATION TREATIES 


ages and the hopes of the sages, the visions of the prophets 
and the prayers of religion. That is why I say it is 
the most important question in the world. 

Why is it the most important economic question in the 
world? In the first place because the right answer to 
that question means a long step and a necessary step in 
lifting from the backs of millions upon millions of our 
fellow-men the intolerable financial burdens of war under 
which the civilization of the Old World is still literally 
staggering towards bankruptcy to-day. It means the 
first long and necessary step toward the liberation, for 
constructive and useful ends, of the untold treasures 
which have thus far been used for destructive, worse than 
useless, ends, preparing for wars that never ought to 
be prepared for and never will come. It means a long 
step and a necessary step toward that time in human 
history when the nations of the world may, if they will, 
be as prodigal in appropriations for the great campaign 
of human service and self-preservation and education 
as they now are prodigal in appropriations for battle- 
ships and destroyers and the implements and ammuni- 
tions of war. Think of what that would mean in the 
economic world, — better housing and better education, 
better schools and more playgrounds, less sickness and 
misery and more happiness and comfort in the world. 
There is nothing in all this talk we hear about the cost 
of living that touches the problem as does the question 
that the world is waiting to have answered by the Ameri- 
can people and their representatives to-day. Think 
what it would mean when for every battleship you could 
vote a university and for every cruiser a college, for 
every destroyer a technical school, and for bullets and 
powder the real ammunition of the great campaign of 
righteousness and prosperity. There is the white squad- 
ron of law, order, and progress that might arouse the 
enthusiasm of every lover of mankind! Think of the 
undiscovered countries that are waiting for that white 
squadron to annex them, imdiscovered countries in the 
great realm of truth, unexplored regions to be added to 
the great empire of universal knowledge, revealing the 
blessings that shall rneet the awful necessities of man- 
kmd as they face us to-day with the miracles and revela- 
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tions of new power for good, such as came with the dis- 
coveries of the nineteenth century. Think what that 
would mean to the world in better conditions of life, 
better opportunities for living. Think what it would 
take away in terms of misery and suffering and appre- 
hension, what it would add to the joy of Hfe, and you 
have just a beginning of a partial enumeration of the 
reasons why this is the most important economic ques- 
tion that the world is waiting to have answered to-day, — 
the question that the world is waiting, I say, to have 
answered by the American citizens and their represen- 
tatives to-day in the right way. 

Why is it, do you ask, the most important moral and 
political problem? Because it means simply an exten- 
sion of political organization along the lines well estab- 
lished, the lines of social evolution, of social development. 
As a matter of fact the situation is not difiScult to under- 
stand. The national family is the largest unit that our 
poor human nature has succeeded in organizing up to 
the present time. This is a proposition simply to extend 
the organization that you fuad in your national family 
to the larger family of nations, — ^nothing more than that. 
It is a proposition to substitute law for war in the family 
of nations, just as we have substituted law for war in 
the nation, state, tribe, clan, and family in the different 
stages of social development. It is a proposition to 
substitute right for might, a proposition to go to court 
instead of to go to war. It is the next great step forward 
in the process of evolution, and you can see that with 
your own eyes, you can see the process going on and the 
family beginning to form; and it is your infinite oppor- 
tunity and your great duty to contribute consciously 
to that step. 

But, you say, the people who ought to know teH us it 
is a very difficult step and a very complicated step; the 
people who ought to know tell us it is not possible to 
submit to a court of arbitration such things as the national 
integrity, or such things as citizenship or the conditions 
of immigration, and things of that sort. Well, it is true, 
people who ought to know and who ought to know better, 
do tell us those things. That is one of the tragedies of the 
situation. People who ought to know, and who ought 
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to know better, try to make us believe that the compli- 
cations of international law are so great that it would be a 
dangerous step for the greatest and strongest nations of 
the earth jointly to make. People who ought to know, 
and who ought to know better, tell us it would be safer to 
submit to the arbitration of battle rather than to the 
arbitration of a court composed of the ablest jurists of 
the civilized world. The fact is, one ought not to allow 
himself to be confused by such statements. The situa- 
tion is so simple and so clear that it could be taught and 
learned in the primary school, and it is a great pity it is 
not taught and learned there. If we had seen to it that 
it was, we should not have these people telling us such 
things. I would like to take you into the primary school 
and give you an illustration of how simple it would be. 
Some one asks, ''Johnny, how many States are there in 
the United States?'^ "Forty-six,'^ answers Johnny. 
"Well,” says the teacher, "they are all of them little 
nations, ea^ one with its own army, militia, uniforms, 
etc. And each has its own ruler, the governor, and its 
own legislature?” "Yes.” "Well, when there comes to 
be a dispute between two of these States, why do they 
not go to war and use their guns and their militia and 
their typhoid germs?” "Well,” says Johnny, "they do: 
they did in the Civil War.” "But why don*t they have 
war all the time when there is any dispute ? ” " Because, 

pipes up Mary, "they are not allowed to. There is a 
Supreme Court of the United States and the Federal 
Police Force, and they go to court instead of to war; and 
besides it wouldn't be fair if they did go to war, because 
then the one that won the battles and shot the most peo- 
ple would come out ahead, whether it was right or wrong. 
They have the Supreme Comt and a National Police 
Force.” 

" Very well. Will somebody teU me what happens when 
two citizens of these States get into a quarrel, say, over a 
piece of land or an old deal table? Do they take the law 
into their own hands and fight it out?” "No,” says 
William, "they are not allowed to, and it wouldn't be fair, 
because the fellow who had taken boxing lessons would 
get the land or the table, no matter whether he ought to 
have it or not ; and, anyway, if they did undertake to fight 
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it out, they would be arrested for breaking the peace. 
They go to court instead of to war. There is some 
chance of having the judge and jury decide the case as 
it ought to be decided on the basis of rights.” 

‘"Very good. When the citizens within a State have 
troubles or disputes, they go to court; and, if not, they 
would be arrested for breaking the peace. When the 
States within the national family get into disputes, they 
go to court; if not, they would be arrested. What hap- 
pens in the family of nations when they have a row on 
between a couple of them, what do they do then?” 
”Why,” says Johnny again, “then you have something 
doing; then you have war, battles, ships; then the one 
that can fight the most battles and kill the most people 
and has the largest resources gets the bone of contention, 
no matter whether he ought to have it or not. It is not 
fair, of course, but that is how it is.” 

Then why do we allow it? When a country like the 
United States and another one like Spain, for instance, get 
into trouble, or a country like Italy commits international 
assault and battery on a sick man or takes up brigand- 
age, why don't they arrest them for breaking the peace 
and disturbing trade and commerce and doing rank in- 
justice and setting up their own individual wiU, and 
sa3dng that might makes right? Why do they not ar- 
rest them? Because we have not yet ratified the Presi- 
dent's great Arbitration Treaties, so that we have a Su- 
preme Court of the nations and an international police 
force to preserve order. That is all there is to it. And 
anybody that tries to confuse the minds of his feUow- 
citizens by talk of national integrity and citizenship and 
all that is simply throwing dust, or else has never attended 
my primary school. Arbitration presupposes integrity: 
the right of citizenship is perfectly safe in the hands of 
the most distinguished jurists on the face of the earth. 
When a nation like ours or any other comes to pla5ring 
fast and loose with the obligations it has assumed as to 
citizenship or immigration, it ought to be brought to the 
bar of justice; and, if it is not willing to be so brought, 
that is frima facie evidence that it has got a bad case. 

So the alternative is, as I have said: you would rather 
risk the old barbarous appeal to battle than go before the 
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most ^stinguished jurists. That sounds well, coining 
from a great, big, bulldozing nation! How would it 
soimd if you were one of the lesser nations? Remember, 
inasmuch as ye did it or did it not to one of the least 
of these your brethren, ye did or did it not to me. This is 
why this is the greatest moral and political question the 
world is waiting to have decided at the present moment. 

But I am addressing a religious conference. And now 
I ask why is it the most important religious question the 
world is waiting to have answered? Because it repre- 
sents the attempt to Christianize Christendom, and one 
of the few noteworthy attempts ever made in the great 
Christian nations in our civilization. It is an attempt, 
I say, to Christianize Christendom. When your great 
President said to the most Christian nations of the world 
that the time had come for them to set the example to 
the rest of mankind of submitting to courts of arbitra- 
tion and international justice all questions that could 
not be settled by national diplomacy, he was simply 
asking Christians in Christendom to take their religion 
a little seriously. That is all it amounts to, — asking 
them to do something to wipe out the disgrace of cen- 
turies where people have proclaimed the gospel of the 
Prince of Peace and practised the gospel of the prince 
of selfishness and strife and hate. That is why, briefly, 
it is the most important religious question in the world. 
When your President made that overture, he was really 
doing something which never before has been done by 
any ruler of any great nation in the history of our 
ci-\nlization or in the history of man, so far as we know. 
And you and I and every American citizen ought to be 
the proudest and happiest people on the face of the 
earth because it was given to our ruler and our republic 
really to lead the world up to the gateway of a new era, 
and ask the peoples to go into the promised land of peace 
and^ good His fame is secure. History will do 

justice to him. The great question is what shall we do, 
the citizens of America, the Christians of America, with 
regard to the settlement of this great question. The 
tragedy of the situation is that somehow the people 
who are in the midst of the making of great historical 
events do not realize that those events are taking place; 
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somehow do not realize the momentous opportunity and 
responsibility and duty which confronts them; somehow 
allow themselves to be confused by little issues, forgetting 
that a new epoch and new possibilities are confronting 
civilization in a way that the world has never known, 
and that these other things are but trifles in comparison 
with the great overpowering question. What can we 
do, what shall we do, to see to it that these efforts do 
not in any degree fail? It is time we did something, 
and we must do something soon. The next Hague Con- 
ference is only four years away; the programme of that 
Conference is only a couple of years away. It is time 
for this nation to realize that upon this most important 
question we should be formulating our solemn demands, 
laying before the world our intentions with regard to 
these great matters. American Christianity has it in 
its power to create the necessary public sentiment, to 
see that our representatives do the right thing. ^ If every 
church regarded itself first of all as a peace society, and 
bent its energies first of all to creating the necessary 
sentiment within its own walls and in the hearts of people 
everywhere, these treaties could not fail. And, if Amer- 
ican citizenship and American Christianity permit them 
to fail, then these are not worthy of their name. The 
fact is that these propositions on the part of our Presi- 
dent have excited all over the Old World high hopes, 
lofty aspirations. Millions upon millions of people are 
looking to this country for relief from intolerable bur- 
dens that have borne them down for centuries. If we 
permit these treaties to fail, we are false to the high 
ideals that our leaders have placed before us. If we 
permit them to fail, then we betray the lofty hopes and 
the aspirations that have been aroused in the hearts of 
these people, we condemn them to another period of 
endurance and despair. It must not be. In the name 
of religion, it must not be. We must do everything in 
our power to help realize the great prophecy you heard 
read to-night about Him who breaketh the bow and 
spear in sunder, and causeth wars to cease; ^e great 
prophecy that He would judge among the nations and 
rebuke many peoples, and they should turn their swords 
into ploughshares, and their spears into pruning-hooks, 
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and nation should not lift up sword against nation, 
or learn war any more. Have you forgotten the first 
great truth of the gospel we profess, the annunciation 
song of peace and good will? Was it an accident that 
the founder of our religion was called the Prince of Peace? 
Have you forgotten the great beatitude, “Blessed are 
the peacemakers, for they shall be called the children 
of God'*? Have you forgotten how it was said that all 
the laws and the gospels and religions of the past were 
summed up in the great commandment, “Thou shalt 
love the Lord thy God, and thy neighbor as thyself," 
with head and heart and hand? 

These are the reasons why I have said that this ques- 
tion is the greatest question that the world is waiting to 
have answered to-day, this simple, practical question: 
Shall the great Arbitration Treaties, which have been 
prepared by the President of the republic, be permitted 
in any degree to fail through the indifference and leth- 
argy of American citizens, and above all of American 
Christians? 



If a thousandth part of what has been expended in war and pre- 
paring its mighty engines had been devoted to the development of 
reason and the diffusion of Christian principles^ nothing would have 
been known for centuries past of its terrors, its suferings, its im- 
poverishment, and its demoralization, but what was learned from 
history.— RO^CE mann. 

Were half the power that fills the world mth terror, 

Were half the wealth bestowed on camps and courts, 
Given to redeem the human mind from error, 

There were no need of arsenals or forts . — ^longfellow. 


SYNDICATES FOR WAR. 

The intolerable burdens of taxation imposed by the present 
monstrous armaments of the nations are being everywhere real- 
ized, and the naval budgets are being criticised as never before. 
The people are being shown how much of the increased cost of 
living is due to these frightful extravagances and wastes, which 
make the existing armed peace hardly less serious than war 
itself. They have not been adequately shown how much of 
this expenditure is due to the systematic and persistent activity 
of great interests which are selfishly profiting by it. The World 
Peace Foundation in Boston has just published, under the title 
of ^‘Syndicates for AiVar,’^ a special pamphlet devoted to the ex- 
posure of this rutliless despoiling of the pubhc treasury for pri- 
vate and corporate gain. It is a reprint of some startling Lon- 
don letters to the New York Evening Post, revealing a mass of 
confessed and indisputable facts of the situation in England 
almost incredible in their grossness. The situation is undoubtedly 
almost as bad in Germany, France, and the United States; and 
we know that it is much worse in Russia. It is to be hoped that 
this pamphlet may be followed by another dealing with similar 
evils nearer home. But the present pamphlet should prompt 
our people to some solemn thinking as to the part taken by cer- 
tain vested interests in keeping up the periodical war-scares that 
ensure them regular business and immense gains at the pubUc 
cost. The pamphlet is an amazing revelation of the hidden 
springs of political measures which saddle inordinate taxes upon 
the people. 
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Mailing price, 6o cents 

Bridgman— World Organization. Maaing price, 60 cents 
Warner— The Ethics of Force. Mafling price, ss cents 
ChANNING— Discourses on War. Mailing price, 60 cents 
Sumner— Addresses on War. Mailing price, 60 cents 
Bloch— The Future of War. MaUing price, 65 cents 
Evans — Life of Sir Randal Cremer. Mailing price, $140 
Reinsch — Public International Unions. Mailing price, $i.as 
Bridgman — First Book of World Law. Mailing price, $1.65 
Stiller- Inter-Racial Problems. Mailing price, $^40 
Von SuTTNER — Memoirs. Mailing price, 2 volumes, $4.00 

The World Peace Foundation has also the following 
• works in pamphlet form 

BETHINK YOURSELVES I — By Leo Tolstoi, Postpaid, 10 cents 
A LEAGUE OF PEACE : Rectorial Address before the University 
of St. Andrews— By Andrew Carnegie. Postpaid, 10 cents 

ORGANIZE THE WORLD— By Edwin D, Mead. Postpaid, 
10 cents 

PATRIOTISM AND THE NEW INTERNATIONALISM. A 
Manual for Teachers— By LuaA Ames Mead. Postpaid, 
20 cents 






